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Introduction 
The research on material used and compiled for 
this dissertation has been done in fulfillment for the 
requirements for a doctoral degree and represents a 
preliminary study which allows for additions or changes 
in the future. The thesis does not pretend to be an 
exhaustive chronological history of certain structures 
relating to ilritish town planning, but an examination of 
these same forms relative to the general evolution of 
town planning in ,Jritain during the 18th and 19th centuries. 
This thesis takes as its starting point a concept 
quite different from the usual position. It tries to develop 
the purely spatial and aesthetic aspects of a particular 
unit of town planning, that is, the circus and crescent, 
in its relationshin to adjacent structures. hhile a 
comprehensive survey is aimed at, completeness is of 
course unobtainable, due princinally to the vast extent 
of the examples at hand. Instead, the author has chosen 
those examples which seem to be most outspoken and 
characteristic of the problems which have presented 
themselves, leaving sufficient room for later, more 
detailed studies. 
In annreciation, the author would like to acknowledge 
those persons and institutions who have been of great 
xviii 
value in the formation of this dissertation: Professor 
l'iilliam M. Jewell and Professor James l.l. Lynch of doston 
University for their generous assistance and counsel; the 
Boston University College of Liberal Arts Library; ··lidener 
Library and the Library of the School of lJesign, Harvard 
University; Rotch Library, Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology; the Library of the Royal Institute of ilritish 
Architects; and, the municipal libraries of uath and 
Edinburgh. Finally, to iletty Recchia for copying the 
photographs, and to the unending patience and tireless 
efforts of my sister, Irene B. O'Neil, in seeing this 
manuscript through to its ultimate completion. 
II: Origins of the Circus and Crescent 
With the completion of the King's or Royal Circus at 
Bath, in 17581 by John Wood the Elder, an architectural form 
had arrived on English soil which, to both contemporary and 
many modern observers, brought about an immediate comparison 
2 
with the Flavin amphitheatre at Rome. This comparison with 
the Roman Colosseum was further obviated by the writings of 
Wood the Elder,3 where he informs us that he has proposed to 
make "another Place, no less magnificent, for the Exhibition 
of Sports, to be called the Grand Circus".4 Now even a cursory 
examination of the ancient Roman circus will show that it was 
1rson, Walter, The Georgian Buildings of Bath, London, 
1948. 
2Tobias Smollett, in Humphrey Clinker, 1771, seems to 
sum up 18th century opinion of the Royal Circus when he calls 
it "a pretty bauble: contrived for shew and looks like 
Vespasian's amphitheatre turned outside in." Modern opinion 
is generally in agreement with Smollett 1 s description. Cf. 
Steen Rasmussen, London: the Unique City, New York, 1937, 
p. 188; John Summerson, Heavenly Mansions, London, 1949, p.98; 
Contra, cf. Nikolaus Pevsner, The Buildin~s of England 
(North Somerset and Bristol), London, 19$ , p. 93 ff. A. E. 
Brinckmann, in Stadtbaukunst, 2nd, ad., Berlin, 1925, p.71 ff, 
considers the Circus, and the entire Bath panorama, 
reminiscent of the vista and location of the Greak theatre 
in antiquity. 
3John Wood the Elder, An Essay Towards a Description 
of Bath. 1742. 
4rbid, 
never circular or elliptical in form, but oblong and semi-
circular at one end.1 (Plate I). Vitruvius makes mention of 
the Circus Flaminius and the Circus Maximus in Rome, but he 
fails to describe them.2 What then could be the source of 
Wood's term, 'Grand Circus•? Summerson has suggested) that 
Wood merely confused 'Circus' for Amphitheatre; and, when he 
speaks of the Circus he actually refers to the Roman amphi-
theatre. That Wood was at least cognizant of the Roman circus, 
if not its architectural form, we know from his writings.4 Here 
he has compiled a lengthy list of buildings in Rome during the 
principate of Augustus, among them being the circus. At any 
rate, archaeological and literary testimony in no way point to 
any connection between Wood's use of the term 'Grand Circus•, 
and the ancient Roman circus or hippodrome.5 
(2) 
lThe Roman circus in all probability derives from the Greek 
stadium, such as those at Olympia and Athens. They are generally 
U-shaped, but frequently the long sides were slightly bowed out-
ward, almost giving the stadium an elliptical shape. All the 
circuses in Rome followed this form, such as the Circus of 
Caligula (Nero), and the Circus of Domitian, in addition to 
those previously mentioned. 
2
vitruvius, The Ten Books on Architecture, ed. M.H. 
Morgan, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1914., p. 80, 124, 273. 
3summerson, op. cit., p. 98 ff. 
4wood, The Origins of Building •••••••• , 1741, Bk. IV, 
chap. xii, p. 177. 
5wood makes frequent reference in his writings to ancient 
authorities as diverse as Vitruvius, Pliny the Elder, Pausanius, 
Suetonius, Diodorus Siculus, Quintus Curtius, and Tacitus, but 
they really shed no light on this interpretation of the term 
'Grand Circus•. 
Wood the Elder makes no mention of ever having travel-
ed on the Continent1, nor is any evidence available which 
would point to his leaving England. But an antique monument 
as great as the Colosseum was undoubtedly well-known in 18th 
century England, particularly to an architect who at an 
earlier date had been one of the assistants to James Gibbs 
in the Harley-Cavendish estate project in London.2 Gibbs him-
self had been trained under no less an exponent of the late-
Baroque than Carlo Fontana; and, had brought home to England 
with him a thorough knowledge of Roman buildings, both antique 
and contemporary. Through Gibbs, Wood may have seen Carlo 
Fontana's famous re-construction of the Colosseum, in which 
he envisioned a centralized church placed in the m1ddle.3 
(Plate II). 
From the 16th century onward, a vast array of topo-
graphical material relating to the city of Rome was produced. 
(Plates III and IV). What is more important, these maps and 
guidebooks were disseminated throughout Europe. The guide-
books of Andrea Fei4 in the 17th century, and the accurate 
etchings of Giuseppe Vasi in the same epoch, gave a fairly 
accurate picture of many of the antique monuments. 
1 Wood, op. cit,. 
2cf. H. M. Colvin, A Biographical Dictionary of English 
Architects: 1660-1840, London, 1954, p. 6~9; Summerson, 
Georgian London, op. cit., p. 88 ff. 
3c. Fontana, Anfiteatro Flavio, Rome, 1694. 
4A. Fei, Roma Antica e Moderna, Rome, 1643. 
(3). 
For sheer accuracy all of these were surpassed by Giovanni 
Battista Nelli's monumental mapping of Rome, showing both 
ancient and modern buildings.1 (Plate V). If Wood saw any 
of these works, he would have been given an accurate plan of 
the Colosseum. However, during this same period the number 
of inaccurate maps of Rome being produced far out-stripped 
those of the quality of Nolli 1s. And, these largely-fanci-
ful descriptions of Rome could be found in great abundance in 
the England of.Wood's day. 2 (Plate VI). What is important 
for our discussion here is that many of the maps in this 
latter category show the Colosseum as a round structure, as 
opposed to the true elliptical form in Nolli 1 s maP. As we 
know that the Royal Circus at Bath is a circular structure, 
these inferior maps of Rome may well have been the source of 
Wood's circular structure. At the same time, Wood the Younger 
could have found his inspiration for the semi-elliptical 
Royal Crescent in the more accurate maps such as Nolli 1 s. 
Whether it was mis-representation created by these cheap 
Italian maps, or merely an historical vagueness which 
turned Wood's Royal Circus of Bath into a circle instead of 
the elliptical form of the Colosseum, it is difficult to say. 
lG.B. Nolli, 1748. The map was in book ftorm, and showed 
the city in 24 sections. Nelli's map of Rome is reminicent 
of the famous marble plan of ancient Rome, the Forma Urbis, 
which was also constructed in sections. Parts of the Forma 
Urbis came to light in the 16th century, and may well have 
inspired Nolli. 
2 Ct. J. Laurus, Antiquae Urbis Splendor, 1612. 
The notion of a circular Colosseum must have been widespread 
during the 17th and early 18th centuries. And, it must be 
said that the Colosseum is an ever-so subtle ellipse, one 
1 
which could easily be mistaken for a circle. 
Aside from its form, Wood's Royal Circus bears added 
resemblance to the Colosseum in its employment of superim-
posed orders. Both Royal Circus and Colosseum are articula-
ted on the exterior by 3/~ engaged columns: Roman Doric, 
Ionic, and Corinthian. Wood uses coupled columns, and his 
application of the entablature& is more classically correct 
than the Colosseum. It is important to point out here that 
very few antique buildings utilized the superimposition of 
orders in three levels on an exterior wall surface. 2 
lThe amphitheatres at Capua, Pozzuoli, Verona, Pola, 
Thysdrus, Nimes, and Arles are all elliptical, but not an 
over-pronounced ellipse. The traditional theory has been 
that the first amphitheatre& of the Republic began as two 
semi-circular theatres placed back-to-back. Cf, D. S. 
Robertson, Handbook of Greek and Roman Architecture, 
Cambridge, 1943; L. Freidlander, Darsteiiungen aus der 
Sittengeschichte Roms, Part II, 8th ed, 1910, 567. 
2well-known examples in Rome, such as the Tabularium, 
the Theatre of Marcellus, and the Circus Maximus, only 
utilize two orders. However, the Theatre of Marcellus, like 
the Theatre of Pompey and the Theatre of Balbus, had three 
distinct orders. But the only example to be seen in Wood's 
day-as in our own, was the Colosseum. cr. M. Bieber, The 
History of the Greek and Roman Theatre, Princeton, 193~ 
Although Wood had used superimposed Doric and Ionic columns 
in the interior of Prior Park at an earlier date, this was 
the only time he applied them to an exterior wall. Coupled 
columns were rarely used on outside wall surfaces in England, 1 
but there are abundant examples from the Continent. But there 
seems little doubt that Wood's application of superimposed 
orders on the Royal Circus was inspired by the Colosseum. 
In addition to the Royal Forum2 and the Grand Circus, 
Wood the Elder tells us of his scheme of 11a third Place, of 
equal State with either of the former, for the Practice of 
medicinal Exercises, to be called the Imperial Gymnasium of 
the City, from a Work of that kind, taking its Rise at first 
in Bath, during the Time of the Roman Emperors".3 Now it is 
immediately apparent that the Royal Crescent at Bath, built 
between 1767 and 17744 by John Wood the Younger, bears little 
resemblance to the foregoing description of Wood. And, the 
Greek gymnasium or 
Crescent.5 
palaestra has no real resemblance to the 
Royal 
lwren used them at st. Paul's, and Gibbs on the 
Radcliffe Camera at Oxford. 
2The Royal Forum saw a partial realization in the Parades 
at Bath, begun in 1740. Cf. !son, op. cit., p. 145 ff. 
3wood, An Essay Towards a Description of Bath. 
4rson, op. cit., p. 154 rr. 
5The fully-developed Greek gymnasium of the 4th century 
B.C. was a square or rectangular structure, with a large 
open area in the center. This open area (gymnasium) was 
used for running, jumping, and throwing. The palaestra was 
the covered portion of the building. cr. w. B. Dinsmoor, 
The Architecture of Ancient Greece, London, 1950, p. 320 ff. 
( 6 ). 
However, Vitruvius•s description of the gymnasium and the 
palaestra corresponds closely with our archaeological knowl-
edge of this form. Even Wood the Elder's description of the 
gymnasium, written in 1741, parallels both Vitruviu•s1 and 
archaeological remains: "the Places of Public Exercise among 
the Greeks were called palaestrae, and xisti, and seem to 
have been governed in their compartments by the two principal 
parts, namely, the square, and the large hall, in which the 
scholars were taught: the first was precisely square, and the 
last was a square and one-half."2 The foregoing passage from 
Wood the Elder not only illustrates his constant thinking in 
terms of a Bath revived along Greek and Roman lines, but re-
veals again just how far removed his scheme for a gymnasium 
was to be from his son's Royal Crescent. There seems little 
doubt that Wood the Younger's Crescent is a design completely 
his own; and, if it owes anything to the mind of his father, 
certainly it has no relationship to the self-styled 'Imperial 
Gymnasium'. If this be the case, from what then, does the 
Royal Crescent derive? Could he have arrived at the 
Crescent's form, which is elliptical, merely by accident, a 
Book 
lvitruvius, Book V, Chap. Xl. 
2wood, The Origins of Buildings •••••••••••• l741 
V, Chap. X, p. 218. 
(7)_ 
form which may well have been created due to the dictates 
of topography? This seems highly unlikely for such a 
sophisticated form as the Crescent. But can we find inspi-
ration from the Colosseum? Summerson suggests that, due 
perhaps to the nature of a hilly site, or possibly for 
aesthetic reasons, Wood the Younger had the Colosseum in 
mind, but used only half of ita form, that is, a half-
ellipse or dem1-colosseum.1 To look for a prototype in the 
Colosseum here involves essentially the same problems as in 
our discussion of the Royal Circus. We see a possible source 
for this in the more accurate maps of Rome in the 18th century, 
in particular maps such as G. B. Nolli 1 s. 2 However, the style 
of the Royal Crescent is in marked contrast to the Colosseum. 
Here we find colossal 3/4 engaged Ionic columns rising above 
a plain ashlar podium, as opposed to the superimposed orders 
of the Colosseum. So, if the Royal Crescent derives from 
the Colosseum, it does so in form only, while we have to look 
elsewhere for a stylistic derivation. This writer will point 
out later his reasons for believing that the sources for the 
Royal Crescent's form are also to be found elsewhere, and 
not in the Colosseum. 
1summerson, Heavenly Mansions, p. 100 ff.; Architecture 
in Britain: 1530-1836, p. 235 tr. London, 1949. 
2 cr. p. 4. 
(8} 
Hand in hand with Wood's firm belief in a recreated 
Rome on English soil goes his almost unquestioned adherence 
to the cause of the English Palladians. The Palladian 
characteristics of his town-houses and country estates do 
not concern us here; and, these same characteristics as 
seen in the Royal Circus and Royal Crescent will be taken up 
in another place.1 Here we are primarilly concerned with the 
form of these two structures; and, in our quest of a possible 
prototype, we must examine briefly the pertinent writings and 
buildings of its founder, Andrea Palladio, and the principal 
18th century literary exponent in England, Colin Campbell.2 
Beginning chiefly with Alberti,3 the Renaissance theorist 
had busily preoccupied himself with the reconstruction of 
antiquity. In architecture, this romantic yearning for the 
past can best be seen in the numerous interpretations of 
Vitruvius, the only ancient writer on the subject whose works 
were known in the 15th century. It is perhaps nowhere more 
evident than in the Italian theorist's concern with the 
circular form, the interpretation of which was based entire-
ly on the famous Vitruvian description of a man with hands 
1 h C ap. II. 
2Palladio, I Quattro Libri dell' Architettura, 1570. 
English ed, G. Leoni, 1715; I. Ware, l73tl. Campbell, 
Vitruvius Britannicus, Vol. I, 1715; Vol. II, 1717; Vol. III, 1725. 
3L.B. Alberti, De re aedificatoria, c. 1450. On the 
problem of the Renaissance theorists and the circular form, 
Cf. J. Schlosser, Kunstliteratur, Vienna, 1924; R. Wittkower, 
Architectural Principles in the Age of Humanism, London, 1952. 
P. 1 rr. 
(9) 
and feet extended and inscribed within a circle and a square.1 
These theorists visualized the circle as the most perfect of 
all forms, a form which to them was everywhere reflected in 
nature. 2 That this virtual mania for the circular form in 
architectural theory held sway well into the 16th century 
is vividly proved by the writings and designs of Palladio.3 
"The most beautiful and most regular forms and from which 
the others receive their measure are the round and the rec-
tangular."4 Alberti had earlier touched upon this very same 
concept, but here Palladio lucidly sums up the entire 
Renaissance thinking on the subject. He goes on to say that 
the circular form is preferred" because it is the only one 
amongst all the figures that is stmple, uniform, equal, 
strong, and spacious. Therefore let us make our temples 
round."5 Also, the circular form "demonstrates extremely 
well the unity, the infinite essence, the uniformity and the 
lBook III, chap. I. The famous drawing of Leonardo's 
based on this passage in Vitruvius, now in the Accademia, 
Venice, illustrates this only too well. cr. Francesco di 
Giorgio's figure in the Codex Ashburnham 361, Bibl. 
Laurenziana, Florence; Cesariano's edition of Vitruvius, 
Como, 1521. 
2cr. Alberti, op. cit., Italian ed. of 1550, Book VII, 
chap. IV. 
3Palladio, Book IV. Sebastiane Serlio expresses the 
same concept in his Quinto libro d 1 architettura, 1537 on-
ward. 
4Palladio, Book IV, chap. I. 
5Ibid, chap. II. To the Renaissance theorists, 
temples and buildings were synonymous. 
(10). 
1 justice of God". Although Palladio himself executed only 
one circular church in his lifetime, 2 and no circular villas 
or town palazzi, the general impression of the above words 
upon so avid a Palladian as Wood must have been profound. 
It certainly made itself felt upon many of Wood's contem-
poraries. 
The Palladian spark was re-kindled in England, after 
a brief interlude under Inigo Jones in the previous century, 
in 1715, when Nicholas Dubois translated I Quattro Libri 
dell' Architettura of Palladio, with Giacomo Leoni supply-
ing the drawings. In 1730 the high priest of English 
Palladianism, Richard Boyle, the Earl of Burlington, pub-
lished the Fabbriche Antiche disegnate da Andrea Palladio. 
This work showed Palladio 1 s designs of ancient Roman 
thermae.3 Isaac Ware, a prominent architect practicing in 
the Palladian idiom, published in 1738 a new edition of 
Palladio, with Ware also drawing the plates. Now we know 
that Wood owned a copy of Ware's edition of Palladio,4 and 
1Ibid, chap. II. 
~he small church at Maser, and illustrated in 
Bertotti Scamozz1. It is a complete circle with four axial 
chapels. But the powerful influence of the Pantheon, which 
is also illustrated in Palladio, on later centralized de-
signs must not be overlooked. 
3In the preface to Book I, Palladio outlined his plan 
to illustrate amphitheatre&, theatres, thermae, arches; 
aqueducts, ports, and fortifications. This work (Libri 
dell' Antichita) was never published due to Pallad!ofs 
death in 1586. 
4In the preface to Ware's edition Wood is listed as 
one of the subscribers. 
(11) 
he might well have possessed a copy of the earlier Leoni 
1 
edition. Not only did wood have before him the precepts 
of Palladio, but a large number of circular antique build-
2 ings. Among these are the Pantheon, the round temple by 
(12) 
the Tiber in the Forum Boarium, the Minerva Medica, and the 
temple of Vesta at Tivoli. Strangely enough, the Colosseum 
is conspicuously absent. These examples from antiquity, 
coupled with the teachings of Palladio on the circular form, 
could possibly have given Wood his very first vision of a 
circular structure, and of its possibilities. And so, the 
Royal Circus may have been born here in Palladio. But prior 
to the Royal Circus, the circular form had made only spo-
radic appearances in England. Inigo Jones had envisioned a 
vast circular court in his plan for Whitehall in 1638, which, 
at least in plan, may derive from Delorme's Tuileries. 3 
Nicholas Hawksmoore's Mausoleum for Castle Howard (1729·on) 
seems close to Bramante's Tempietto, while Gibb's Radcliffe 
Camera at Oxford (1739 on) owes something to Bramante also. 
None of these designs owe consciously anything to Palladian 
lA bookseller in Bath is listed as a subscriber in 
Leoni's edition. It seems more probable that Wood's first 
impression of Palladio was gained through direct contact with 
Leoni at Yorkshire, where both worked on Lord Bingley's 
estate at Bramham Park. Cf. Colvin, op. cit., p. 689. 
2Palladio, Book IV. Bramante's Tempietto was also 
illustrated. 
3cr. Summerson, Architecture in Britain, p. 84 ff. 
(13) 
ideas. Wood's Royal Circus is without doubt the first cir-
cular structure in England which reflects to any appreciable 
degree Palladian ideology. 
With the Royal Crescent of Wood the Younger, Palladian 
influence is again felt, but this time chiefly through the 
illustrations of country villas in I Quattro Libri dell' 
Architettura. Aside from the temple facade applied to a 
secular building, the favorite motif of Palladio in these 
estates was the use of vast, double-quadrant galleries or 
colonnades connecting the corps de logis with the extended 
wings. The sweeping, double-quadrant colonnade of the Villa 
Trissino at Meledo extends outward almost 70 feet, while the 
entire ensemble is terraced on three distinct levels, with 
1 
the crescents opening up onto natural countryside. (Plate VII). 
2 The Villa Thiene at Cicogna is similar in plan, but here 
the twin crescents are much shorter than at the Villa 
Trissino. (Plate VIII). The Villa Badoero at La Frata3 
lPalladio II, p. 51, Ware ed. of 1738. This terraced 
scheme recalls the ancient precinct of Fortuna at Praeneste, 
and the Acropolis at Pergumum. The long procession of 
Terraces at Praeneste ended in a monumental hemicycle flank-
ed by arcades. Cf. H.C. Bradshaw, Praeneste, A Study for its 
Restoration, P.B.s.R., IX, 1920, p. 233 ff; R.I.B.A. Journal, 
1937; Zschietzschmann, w., Perfamon, in Pauly's Real-
Encyclopadie der classischen A~ertumswissenschaft. Neue 
Bearbeitung •••••• von G. Wissowa, vol. xix. part I, Stuttgart, 
1937. 
2Palladio II, p. 52. 
3Ibid, p. 54. 
shows quadrant colonnades extending outward from flanking 
staircases, and not from the central building block, The 
Villa Maser at Asolo1 contains two huge hemicycles which 
open up onto courtyards. In the Villa Mocenigo2 along the 
Brent~, quadrant colonnades connect the large corps de legis 
with the wings on both sides of the block. The theme of the 
semi-circular colonnade or low gallery, along with so many 
other Palladian motifs, completeiy captured the fancy of 
later English architects.3 Short quadrant galleries joined 
to the corps de legis form the central theme of Vanbrugh 1 s 
Castle Howard (1699-1712), and again at Blenheim (1705-
1724). Christopher Wren utilized a huge quadrant-colonnade 
in his 1694 design for Greenwich Hospital.4 The Palladian 
country seat with quadrant-colonnades or galleries became 
~ rigeur after 1715, when (as we have mentioned) Palladio 
was translated, and the first volume of Campbell's 
Vitruvi~s Britannicus came out, The quadrant-gallery was 
lPalladio II, p. 49 
2lbid, p. 55. 
3stoke Bruerne Park, Northants, built between 1629 and 
1635 by Sir Francis Crane, is the first known example on 
English soil of the Palladian villa-with quadrant colonnades. 
And, it was also later published in Vol. II of Vitruvius 
Britannicus. Cf. Summerson, op. cit, p. 87 ff,; J. Bridges, 
History of Northants, 1791 
4wren 1 s colonnade may derive from Le Vau 1 s College des 
Quatre Nations. Cf. E. F. Sekler, Wren and his Place in 
European Architecture, London, 1954. p. 169 ff. 
somewhat out of place in the massive pile of English Baroque 
work such as Castle Howard and Blenheim, where the over-
powering central block detracted from any ~se or function 
which the quadrants might have enjoyed. Under the guidance 
of the English Palladians, however, the low quadrant colon-
nade was used as Palladio had originally planned in his 
Brenta villas, that is, as an extension of the corps ~ 
logis. The colonnades or galleries serve to project the 
central building block into space, achieving a perfect 
harmony of building with the natural contour of the land. 
The relationship of the English estate to the landscape-or 
of town to landscape-will be discussed in full in a later 
chapter, 1 but it is sufficient to state here that some of 
its mo~t characteristic aspects received their impetus here 
in the Palladian villa. Colin Campbell's Houghton Hall 
(1722), Gibb's design for the estate at Ditchley, Oxon, 
(1720-2), Henry Flitcroft's work at Woburn Abbey for the 
Duke of Bedford (c, 1747), are all typical examples of the 
Palladian villa with the quadrant colonnade. Davenport 
(15)· 
House, Shropshire, built in 1726 by Francis Smith of Warwick,2 
is reminiscent of Palladio 1 s design for the Villa Mocenigo,3 
lchap. II, ff. 
2A. s. Oswald, in Country Life, June 27, 1952. 
3Palladio II, p. 55. 
with its curved walls connected to office pavilions on 
either side of the corps ~ logis. The theme of double-
quadrants on both ends of the corps ~ logis was included 
in the plan of James Paine (1761) for Kedleston Hall.1 At 
Hopton House, in Scotland, begun in 1698, convex quadrants 
are seen, in place of the usual concave colonnades. 2 One of 
the grandest examples of the quadrant-gallery application was 
conceived by none other than Wood the Elder, in his original 
plan for Prior Park, near Bath.3 Before being replaced here 
by Richard Jones,4 Wood worked on the site from c.l735 to c. 
1748.5 Long quadrants were to have connected a monumental 
central block with the outlying office wings. The quadrants 
are actually rusticated arcades, and were designed to have 
6 been surmounted by an open colonnade. This original con-
ception of a 15-bay corps ~ logis, with vast, 2-storied 
quadrants connected to end pavilions would have been the 
ultimate realization of the Palladian villa in England.7 
IJames Paine, Plans •••••• of Noblemen's and Gentlemen's 
Houses ••••• , Vol. I, 1767. The plan by Robert Adam in 1761 
also included the four quadrants. 
2campbell, Vitruvius Britannicus, Vol. II, p. 75. 
3wood, Essay Towards a Description of Bath, 1749, p. 28; 
Ison, op. cit., p. 13$ tt. 
4Ison, P• 137 ff. 
5Ibid, p. 137 rf. 
(16~ 
6The superimposed colonnade was never realized. The owner, 
Ralph Allen, possibly deemed it an unnecessary expense. cr. 
Ison, P• 142. 
7wood 1 s scheme of the 2-storied quadrants has no pre-
cedent in Palladio; and, it appears to lack even a prototype 
in England. 
Not only in the general layout of Prior Park, but in its 
application of a monumental crescent via-a-vis with nature, 
do we see the real forerunner or the younger Wood's later 
Royal Crescent. We are immediately aware or its resemblance 
to Palladio 1 s Villa Trissino, with its colonnades sweeping 
out towards a gradually terraced view. The relationship or 
the crescent to 1 a nature unadorned', which is seen in an 
(17) 
embryonic form here, and later completely embodied in the 
Royal Crescent, will be discussed in detail at a later time.1 
It seems sufficient here to point out that Wood the Younger 
must have immediately realized the visual possibilities here 
at Prior Park of bringing together the double-quadrants used 
by his father. Given the ingenuity and fertile imagination of 
the Woods, it was merely a short but decisive step from the 
Palladian villa quadrant to the double-quadrant, and from 
there to the half-ellipse. 
Before examining the Circus and Crescent at Bath, it 
is necessary to evaluate the possibility of direct influ-
ences from the Continent. In certain work done in France 
in the 17th and 18th centuries, there is a possible re-
lationship to the later circus and crescent. This is to be 
seen not only in certain town-planning schemes, but in 
individual monuments. 
We look in vain for the Palladian villa with quadrant-
1 Chap. II. 
colonnades in France, 1 but find instead influences in the 
main stemming directly from Rome. Francois Mansart's wing 
of Gaston d'Orleans at Blois (1635-38) utilizes a curved 
frontal colonnade linking wings with the corps 4e logis. 2 
At Vaux-le-Vicomte (1657-1660), Louis Le Vau used very 
short quadrants flanking the front portico.3 Far more 
ambitious was Le Vau 1 s application of the double-quadrant 
to the river facade of the College des Quatre-Nations (1661-
1662). 
orders, 
and the 
Here the quadrants are 2-storied, with superimposed 
and are of the same height as the corps ~.logis 
4 flanking pavilions. These examples are largely 
adaptations of contemporary Baroque motifs found in Rome. 
We could say that they merely apply a curved facade to 
urban buildings, with no attempt made to adapt the curve or 
the building to town planning requirements. But with some 
of the French town planning schemes, we come considerably 
1cf. L. Hautecoeur, Histoire de l'Architecture classique 
en France, 4 Vola., Paris, 1943-1952; A. Blunt, Art and 
Architecture in France, 1500-1700, London, 1953; J. Mariette, 
ttarchitecture francais, Paris, 1727. 
~he curved colonnade here at Blois possibly derives 
from the earlier example at Coulommiers, by Salomon de 
Brosse, Cf, J. Pannier, Salomon de Brosse, Paris, 1911. 
3The plan resembles Bernini's design of the Palazzo 
Barberini in Rome. 
4cf. Fn. #4, p. 14; Cf. C. de Vinck and A. Vauflart, 
La Place de l'Institut, Paris, 1928. The general scheme of 
the facade resembles Pietro da Cortona's Santa Maria della 
Pace in Rome, begun in 1656. 
(18} 
closer to the later Circus and Crescent. 
As early as 1578, J. A. Du Cerceau planned a circular 
square for the Pont Neuf in Paris, 1 (Plate IX) with symmet-
rical 2-storied houses set upon an arcaded ground story, artd 
(19). 
intersected by four streets. This was, however, never begun, 
and was supplanted by the triangular Place Dauphine (1606) 
during the reign of Henry IV. Although Du Cerceau 1 s project 
for the Pont Neuf was essentially medieval in aspect, 
another design which never bore fruit was far more ambitious 
and modern in scope. This was the project for the Place de 
France, 2 executed in 1609 by Chastillon. (Plate X). The 
square was in the form of a monumental hemicycle, with no 
less than eight streets radiating from the center. All the 
houses were absolute1y~idantical, with ground story arcades, 
and the upper two stories capped by a steeply-pitched roof. 
The style here recalls Du Cerceau 1 s project, and even the 
contemporary Place Duca1e at Char1eville.3 In Ju1es-
Hardouin Mansart•s vast plan for St. Louis des Invalides 
(1675-1706), Plate XI), he envisioned a huge hemicycle of 
free-standing columns immediately before the church. Both 
1 . Ct. P. Lavedan, Histoire de 1 1urbanisme, Vol. II, 
Paris, 1941,. p. 149. 
2Ibid, p. 344 ff.; P. Lacroix, La porte et la place 
de France-sous 1e regne de Henri IV, Gaz. des B. A., 1870. 
3Begun c. 1608, perhaps from the designs of Clement 
Metezeau. The red-bricks and stone window quoins are 
typical of the Henry IV style. Cf, Lavedan, op. cit., p. 113 
ff. The exact center of the Place de France was aligned 
with a bridge over the Seine. 
quadrant-colonnades began and ended with small, circular 
structures; and, the colonnades themselves contained flat 
roofs. Both in plan and in style the resemblance to 
Bernini's Piazza San Pietro is marked, even to the inclusion 
of statues along the length.of the colonnade's entablature,1 
Along with his scheme for a semi-circular square in front 
of the Invalides, Mansart was responsible for the two great-
eat town planning schemes in the Paris of Louis XIV, the 
Place Vendome (1685-1697), and the Place des Victoires 
(1684-1687).2 (Plate XII). The Place Vendome is a rectan-
gle with all four corners flattened out, and as such does 
not concern us here. The Place des Victoires, however, is 
a circular, open-type square, with one end opened. A total 
of six streets feed into the square at asymmetrical angles. 
As in the Place Ducale at Charleville, and Chastillon 1 s 
plan for the Place de France, all the houses are rigidly 
symmetrical. The ground story consists of a rusticated 
open arcade, while the two upper stories are articulated 
by giant Ionic pilasters, ending with a broad band serving 
lcf., P. Bourget, Jules-Hardouin Mansart, Paris, 1956. 
Francois Mansart had earlier envisioned a similar treat-
ment to the area in rront of the Val de-Grace. J.H. Mansart's 
plan for the Invalides did not, however, include the twin-
trapezoi~ axes which make up the Piazza Retta in front of 
st. Peter~,. 
2p, Lavedan, op. cit., p. 285 ff.; P. Zucker, Town 
and Square, New York, 1959, p, 176; A. B. Brinckmann, Platz 
und MOnument als kunstlerisches Formproblem, Berlin, 1923; 
P. Bourget, op. cit., p. lOO tt. 
(20) 
as the entablature. Stylistically, this scheme is quite 
similar to the contemporary Place Vendome, even to the in-
elusion of the statue of the king in the center of the 
square. Although in general the style here bears little 
resemblance to John Wood's Royal Circus, there are many 
elements which have a striking similarity to the Royal 
Crescent. It is true that the rusticated arcading is only 
seen at Prior Park, but the theme of the colossal Ionic 
order coupled with a general horizontal emphasis created 
by an emphatic first floor string course and the broad 
entablature., motifs which here are used in a circular com-
position, will be re-echoed later in Bath. As we have 
pointed out previously, there is no evidence that either of 
1 the Woods ever left England. But the French royal squares 
and buildings of the 17th and 18th centuries were more than 
adequately illustrated; and, through the engravings of 
Marot and others, 2 these were not unknown in contemporary 
England. There is little doubt that Christopher Wren, for 
one, after his eventful visit to Paris in 1665, took home 
with him many illustrations from the Petit and Grand Maret, 
and from Savot 1 s Architecture franoaise.3 
lwood, op. cit. 
2Notably by Jean and Daniel Marot, and the work of 
Jean le Pautre. Le Pautre's work included 780 engravings! 
3published in 1664, 2nd ed., 1685. Cf., Sekler, 
op. cit., p. 50 rr. 
( 21 ). 
The circular Place des Victoires was not the only de-
sign of J. H. Mansart•s in Paris which bears investigation. 
1 Contemporaneous with his expansion of Versailles, he erected 
the twin Ecuries. These are two buildings with semi-circular 
facades, facing the vast Place d 1Armes at Versailles. (Plate 
XIII). In style they retain the same rusticated arcading for 
the ground level, but eliminate the colossal Ionic order used 
at the Place des Victoires. The heavy fenestration and 
prominent string courses still emphasize the horizontal here, 
as before; and, with the same restrained gravity. The 
Ecuries straddle three broad avenues which majestically feed 
into the Place d 1Armes; and, we are at once struck by the 
overall resemblance to the Piazza del Popolo in Rome. 2 The 
powerful impression created by this fan-like composition, 
with its emphasis on the grand impression and unlimited 
vista is-as we shall see-3 in sharp contrast to the more 
subtle and intimate vision of the Wood's creations at Bath. 
Perhaps the greatest difference here is that the Ecuries 
are essentially city creations, with their face turned 
towards the greatest palace in Europe, as if in homage to 
this new Apollo. Bath, on the other hand, is a rural 
town, and Circus and Crescent do not create this same 
impression. 
lFrom 1678 onward. cr. Hautecoeur, op. cit. 
2cr. Brinckmann, op. cit., p. 13-4; 55-62. This is, 
of course, the Piazza del Popolo before its flank trans-
formation by Veladier in the 19th century. 
3chap. II. 
( 22} 
Once again we find Mansart using the semicircular form 
in town-planning 
designs) for the 
in his design (actually a whole series of 
1 Place Royal in Dijon, (Plate XIV), begun 
in 1686. The hemicycle of the Place Royal is not in the 
same vein or, say, the powerful colonnade of the Tuileries 
project, but actually a series of quadrant galleries. These 
galleries actually only consist of low, rusticated arches, 
with a flat balustrade; and, they not only ingeniously 
screen the streets entering at asymmetrical angles, but 
also the multi-storied buildings located immediately to the 
rear of the hemicycle. The hemicycle itself is close to 
Wood the Elder's at Prior Park, but once again it is 
utilized for entirely different purposes. In spirit, it is 
far removed from either the Palladian villas or the Circus 
and Crescent at Bath. Once more, Mansart has created a 
city square for the personal aggrandizement of the Sun Kind. 
As in Mansart•s Paris squares, a large statue or the king 
was erected in the center of the hemicycle. 2 
Reviewing Mansart 1 s town planning schemes as a whole, 
there seems little doubt that, to a large extent, they 
derive from Bernini's Piazza San Pietro. (Plate XV). As 
lLavedan, op. cit •..• p. 289 ff; Bourget, op. cit. 
2Ibid, p. 294. The statue wt:s am•,aquestl'ian. Co111pare 
this with the equestrian statue of George II planned by 
Wood to stand in the center of the Royal Circus. Cf., Wood, 
An Essa Towal'ds a Descri tion of Bath However, it must 
e sa a e square-cum-a a ue was common long before 
the 17th centUl'Y• cr., Lavedan, op. cit. 
(23} 
We have pointed out, this is particularly true of his design 
1 
for the square in front of the Invalides, but the influ-
ence is apparent in most of Mansart 1 s semi-circular pro-
jects.2 Aside from the tremendous influence of the Piazza 
San Pietro throughout Europef that exercized by Mansart was 
not insignificant. H~r~ de Corny's Hemicycle of the Place 
de la Carriere at Nancy, and the Place de l 10deon in Paris, 
both dating from the late 18th century, reflect the work in 
this vein of Mansart as much as any indirect inspiration 
from Bernini.4 
Some of the numerous plans drawn up for the rebuilding 
of London after the disastrous fire of 1666 seem to reflect 
French inspiration, and in particular the town planning 
schemes of Mansart. Two plans are of interest here, that 
by John Evelyn and another by Christopher Wren.5(Plate XVI). 
In Wren's plan, this influence is apparent not only in a 
series of rend-points, which are reminiscent of Paris and 
1op. cit., p. 19. 
2with the possible exception of the Place des Victoires. 
Mansart had before him a prototype in J.A. Du Cerceau 1 s de-
sign for a circular square at the Pont Neuf. Op. cit, p. 19. 
3A perfect example of the theme applied in a later 
era is the Piazza del Plebiscite in Naples, begun in 1817. 
cr. Zucker, op. cit., p. 163. 
4Even such plans as that for the Rendell in Berlin 
(18th cent.), and for the area around the Palace in Madrid 
(19th cent.), come very close to the Place des Victoires. 
cr. Zucker, op. cit., p. 217, 228. 
5cr. R. T. Reddaway, The Rebuilding of London after 
the Great Fire, 2nd. ed., London, 1951; W.R. Davidge, The 
Plannin~of London, past and present, R.I.B.A. Journal;--
XLI, 19 • 
Versailles, but in the plan for a vast hemicycle leading in-
to London Bridge. A total or six streets were to reed into 
the square at irregular intervals, with a wide quay along 
the Thames. This design immediately brings to mind 
Chastillon 1 s plan for the Place de France along the Seine.1 
Later, Wren planned an enormous piazza around his recently-
completed St. Paul's, including a hemicycle before the east 
end or the cathedral. The elevations or the hemicycle re-
veal rusticated arcades on the ground level, with giant 
Corinthian pilasters extending upward to a prominent attic. 2 
Wren's piazza was never carried out, but its style and form 
could certainly have inspired the Royal Crescent over a 
century later. 
John Evelyn executed a total of three plans for the re-
building of London after the fire of 1666, and all are con-
temporary with Wren's. The second and third designs reveal-
as do Wren 1 s-a whole series or French-inspired rond-points. 
Again, Evelyn also utilized a hemicycle with radiating 
streets leading into London Bridge, but on a smaller scale 
than Wren's hemicycle. We know that Wren and Evelyn were 
close friends, and possibly even compared plans together, 
lop. cit., p. 19. For a later plan along the same 
lines, of. John Gwynn's London and Westminster Improved, 
1766. Also, cr. Chap. IV. 
2rhe whole ensemble is reminicent of Mansart 1 s Place 
des Victoires. 
(25) 
but in Evelyn's scheme for a vast open colonnade around a 
projected St. Paul's, he anticipates Wren's plan of a later 
date. The third plan of Evelyn shows a vast elliptical 
open colonnade, far larger in scope than any of the open 
1 
areas shown in Wren's plan. It is here that the plan of 
Evelyn marks a decisive departure from that of Wren, and it 
also reflects their various influences. Wren was primarily 
inspired by the French rand-point throughout his plan. 2 
This can also be seen in Evelyn's plans, but the grandiose 
colonnade could only have come from one source, and that is 
Bernini's Piazza San Pietro, begun in 1657. Evelyn had the 
advantage of frequent travel on the Continent, including 
Italy, which Wren lacked, excepting his all-too short trip 
to Paris in 1665. As with Wren's plan of London, we must 
not overlook the possibility of Wood having examined 
Evelyn's plan, although it was not, even then, as well-
known as Wren's. The vast ellipse could have been the basis 
for either the Circus or the later Crescent at Bath. Sty-
listically, it is far removed from these two forms, but in 
plan it comes closer to them than anything seen in England 
before Wood the Elder started to turn Bath into the great-
est town planning scheme of 18th century England. 
lAll three plans of John Evelyn were later published in 
Vestusta Monumenta, ii, 1789. Evelyn also wrote a treatise 
relative to the conditions of London, Londinium Redivivum, 
new edition by E.S. de Beer, London Revived, Oxford, 1938. 
2other examples of Wren's use of the curved colonnade 
are his designs for Winchester Palace (1683), and a colossal 
colonnade at one end for the rebuilding of the Royal Mews at 
Charing Cross (1687); Cf. Sekler, op. cit. 
(26 ~ 
III: The Royal Circus and Royal Crescent of Bath 
Before examining the Circus and Crescent at Bath, it 
is necessary to discuss at some length the estate of Ralph 
Allen at Prior Park, located a few miles to the southeast of 
Bath. As we have pointed out in Section I, some of the most 
prominent elements found later in the Circus, and particul-
arly in the Crescent, are contained herein. In particular, 
these elements are: (1), the application of the Palladian 
villa with quadrant colonnades; (2), the early realization 
of the scenic vista, based in part on contemporary Pictur-
esque principles, which ultimately leads to its urban 
conterpart in the Royal Crescent at Bath. The derivation 
of the Palladian villa with its accompanying colonnades 
and/or quadrants has been discussed at some length in 
Section I; and, this writer feels there is no point in 
laboring this issue at any length. The actual locale of 
the Palladian villa, utilizing both Baroque and-to an even 
greater extent-Picturesque space concepts is the primary 
issue here; and, it is to this that we now turn our 
attention. 
The location of Ralph Allen's estate at Prior Park1 
was deliberately chosen to take complete advantage of all 
lFbr the history of Prior Park, of. Wood, o~. cit., 
An Essay Towards a Descriytion of Bath~ Bath, 17 2; !son, 
op. cit; The Geer~ian Bui dings of Bat , London, 1948; 
M. Green, The i8t Centur! Architecture of Bath, Bath, 1904; 
R. A. L. SMith, Bath, Lon on, 1944; B. Little, The Building 
of Bath, London,-r947; A.B. Coates, The Two John Woods of 
Bath (unpub. thesis), London, 1946. 
( 27 ). 
1 the possibilities of the natural landscape. (Plates XVII 
and XVIII). The buildings were to be situated upon a small 
hill which faced a long vale, described by Wood as "the 
Widcombe of Camelodunum". 2 This vale presents an almost 
incredible vista sloping down as it does toward the village 
of Widcombe and Combe Down. To show how Wood thought in 
terms of a procession of visual units or centers, and at the 
same time with an unusually vivid imagination steeped in 
antique lore, we quote from his Essay: 
"The Combe in which this Village (Widcombe) is 
situated sinking into the North Side of Camelodunum, 
extends almost to the Summit of that Hill, and 
terminates itself in the Shape of the Head of a vast 
Niche, with natural Terrasses rising above one another, 
like the stages between the Seats of a Roman Theatre; 
and on one of those Terrasses Mr. Allen, one of the 
Citizens of Bath, hath lately built himself a Seat, 
consisting of a Mansion House in the Center, two 
Pavilions, and two Wings of Offices: all these are 
united by low Buildings; and while the chief Part of 
the whole Line fronts the Body of the City, the rest 
faces the Summit of Mar's Hill." 3 . 
Here Wood likens the Widcombe of Camelodunum-which is in-
deed a series of undulating terraces-to the orchestra of 
the Roman theatre, with the akene representing, as it were, 
lprior Park was not the first essay on Wood's part in 
landscape design. In 1734-one year before commencing work 
at Prior Park-he designed a small Palladian mansion set in 
an informal park at Belcombe Brook, although the results 
were tame indeed compared to Prior Park. or, Green, op. cit, 
p. 74 rr. 
2wood, p. 27 
3Ibid, p. 28 
(28} 
the village of Widcombe. The vast niche which Wood refers 
to, again reminicent of a colossal Roman exedra, is located 
to the rear or south of Prior Park, facing the "Summit of 
Mar's Hill."1 But before further analysis of Prior Park, 
let us again quote from Wood's Essay to see how he origi-
nally related the buildings to the frontal combe. 
"By the following Print (Fig. 1) 2 the general Plan 
of this Seat, as it was first intended, may be conceived; 
''"' .._,., JOO . c '1oo 'ioo 't~P<l 1000 K· 
'- -
- , 4 I I 
Figure 1. General Plan of Prior Park Buildings. 
lwood, p. 28 • 
2rbid, p. 29 
( 29.) 
the House being marked with the Letter A, the Pavilions 
with the Letters B, c, and the Wings of Offices with 
the Letters F, G: H is a Bason of Water; and the Extent 
of the Seat from F to G was proposed to answer that of 
three Sides of a Duodecagon, inscribed within a Circle 
of a Quarter of a Mile Diameter: But in the Execution 
of the Wing of Offices, marked with the Letter D, was joined on to the Pavilion B."l 
The main block, pavilions, and office wings were to have 
been united by the low gallery still seen today; and, with 
an overall length of 1,050 feet, it would have ril.valed 
Blenheim and Wentworth Woodehouse in size. But the series 
of expanding courts which form the core of Blenheim's plan, 
and the ponderous, straight facade of Wentworth Woodehouse 
are far removed from the spirit of Wood's design. The 
pavilions and office wings are deliberately placed at ob-
lique angles to face inward along the Widcombe of 
Camelodunum, a vale which is not a flat landscape such as 
Versailles, but one naturally terraced. Wood had planned, 
as we learn from his description and Fig. 1, a large basin 
of water less than an eighth of a mile from the mansion, 
but this was never executed. About 1755 the present 
Palladian Bridge was built axially on line with the mansion, 
and over a quarter of a mile from the mansion. Although 
the bridge serves to interrupt the vista which Wood had 
imagined along the vale, it nevertheless enhances the 
1 Wood, p. 29-30. 
(30)· 
aesthetic effect of the buildings in conjunction with a 
natural landscape.1 
Rasmussen2 has rightly contrasted the aesthetic effect 
of Prior Park to the landscapes of Claude Lorrain, that is 
to say, to those which have not been exactly 'constructed' 
in the formally classical manner of a Poussin. It is well 
known that the romantic landscapes of Claude and Salvator 
Rosa exercized a powerful influence upon the formation of 
late-18th century English landscape painting, and, perhaps 
to a lesser extent, on landscape design.3 But we can't 
hold with Rasmussen's judgment that a landscape such as 
Prior Park is in any way in keeping with 17th century 
Absolutism; or, that it is even reflective of the Grand 
Perspective of Continental Baroque, notably that seen at 
Vaux-le-Vicomte and Versailles.4 Nor do we find any ' 
'heroic' quality in Prior Park: Man does not dominate here, 
but is merely made to feel at home in an intimate atmosphere. 
Absolutism and the Grand Perspective rigidly insisted upon 
the flat, horizontal perspective, one which was created 
lor. Green, op. cit., p. 98. The bridge is a fairly 
close copy of the one built in 1736 by Robert Morris at 
Wilton House, while both derive from Palladio 1 s illus-
trations in the Quattro Libri. 
2s. E. Rasmussen, Towns and Buildings, Cambridge, Mass., 
1951; Danish ed., 1949, p. 36 ff. 
3This is particularly true of the Picturesque movement 
during the late 18th and early 19th centuries, and vividly 
illustrated in the writings of Repton. 
4wood the Elder's role in the laying out of the formal 
gardens at Bramham Park, during the 1720's, remains obscure, 
but the ensemble owes much to the grand manner of Versailles 
and Le Notre. 
(31) 
primarily to achieve panoramic, unlimited vistas. Not only 
was the perspective horizontal and flat, but its limits 
were controlled on both sides, with the overall result of a 
narrow perspective. The three avenues radiating from the 
Place d 1Armes at Versailles, and the numerous tapis verts 
extending outward from the garden side, all illustrate this 
idea of Absolutism in landscape design, with their emphatic 
infinitude. At the same time they reflect the theme of an 
unlimited perspective controlled within narrow confines. As 
a result we find a wide expanse simultaneously kept under 
1 
rigid control. On the other hand, here at Prior Park the 
narrow vistas so characteristic of Versailles are opened 
up, and the accent is now not only on the flat, horizontal 
perspective, but on an uneven, multi-perspective. The vista 
is a wide, panoramic version which seeks out all objects, 
embracing the entire terrain. 
Now this radical change from the French Baroque 
single perspective along narrow confines to a multi-
perspective achieved along a broad front is brought about 
principally by an entirely new evaluation of landscape, 
and its relationship to architecture. At Versailles, 
Marly, and Vaux-le-Vicomte, Le 1\Totre,;completely mastered 
the artificial landscape, an unnatural landscape which is 
lThe principal elements of Le Notre•s landscapes were 
derived from the 16th century formal garden in Italy, with 
its lengthy vistas and narrow parterres, and the box-like, 
wellmanicured quality of the Dutch garden. Both types in-
sisted upon a flat, or slightly ascending perspective. 
( 32). 
subservient to the needs of man. At Prior Park, however-
and this is the key to the new form of English landscape-
the terrain can be readjusted at will to suit the taste of 
the patron, but it must appear like nature untouched. Now 
beginning with the work of William Kent early in the 18th 
century, and ending with Repton's early designs late in the 
1 
century, the new formulae were applied with varying success. 
The very first informal garden was, of course, layed out by 
Kent for Lord Burlington's estate at Chiswick, beginning in 
1715. 2{Plate XIX). Here we oan still find, as an inheritance 
from the previous century, the old formal, straight avenues, 
the yew-lined allies, and formal terminals to vistas, This 
aspect of Chiswick is still in the Versailles, Blenheim, 
Castle Howard, Hampton Court, and Bramham Park tradition. 
But side-by-side with this French formalism goes an asym-
metrical arrangement of parts. Serpentine paths and streams 
are framed by tapis verts. With classical statuary liberally 
scattered, with mausolea, exedrae, temples and fountains, 
Chiswick was frankly evocative in its literary, historical, 
lon the complex trends of 18th century British land-
scape design, cf. c. Hussey, The Genesis of the Picturesque, 
London, 1927;cf. chap. IV. 
2cf. H. F. Clark, Lord Burlington's Bijou, or 
Sharawafflt at Chiswick, The Architectural Review, vol. 95, 
May, 19 , p. 125 ft. Here the author advances the plausible 
theory that Bridgman may have had a large hand in the work 
here at Chiswick; and, that Kent's notions of the informal 
garden may have derived not from Pope, as has been generally 
accepted, but from the work of Bridgman. Regardless, judging 
from Bridgman's work at Blehheim and Castle Howard, his 
style is transitional. 
{33)· 
and archaeological allusions. So, aside from its purely 
visual aspect, Chiswick was associational and allusive in 
its approach to landscape design. The juxtaposition of the 
older French formalism with the new English irregularity was 
not unique to Chiswick, but this hybrid style was rapidly 
running its course in England. Kent's work at Stowe (1736 
on) is still associational and evocative, but its style is 
purely irregular and 'natural'. But with the layout of the 
poet Shenstone 1 s garden at The Leasowes, c. 1745, a decisive 
break with the early phase of the informal English landscape 
movement is seen. (Plate XX). The scene reveals a panorama 
of rolling fields and trees, with a complete absence of 
serpentine streams and paths, and classical temples and 
statues. The approach to landscape now is purely visual. 
Vast sweeps of uninterrupted lawn, belts of informally 
planted trees, and clumps of shrubs characterize this style, 
perhaps best seen, after Shenstone's estate, in the numerous 
'improved' estates of Lancelot Brown. What characterizes 
all of these landscapes of the mid-18th century is a 
complete disregard for the house itself, for all their 
efforts were directed toward the creation, albeit arti-
ficially, of a natural landscape. (Plate XXI). 
Where Prior Park marks a decisive departure from the 
practices of Kent and Brown is in the consideration of the 
house or site. Wood deliberately located the mansion house 
and office wings far up on a hill, not on top, but sufficient-
ly far up to enable the spectator to fUlly grasp the spatial 
aesthetics involved. As Wood has already told us, he was 
well aware of the amphitheatric nature of the wide combe 
which terraced down in gradual undulations to the village 
1 
of Widcombe. And, the entire ensemble immediately brings 
to mind the Greek and Roman theatre, particularly the former. 
This pictorial approach to the construction of outer space is 
in keeping with the practice of carving ancient theatres out 
of hillsides, such as the Greek theatres at Priene, Pergamum, 
Epidaurus, and Athens, or the Roman counterparts at Aspendus, 
Taormina, and Fiesole. In each case the theatre is located 
in such a way whereby the spectator can easily experience, 
through a multi-perspective, a pictorial impression of the 
vista, be it town, valley, or sea. Now here at Prior Park 
the exact same pictorial image is realized. The buildings 
are placed, as it were, along the crown of the auditorium 
or cavaea and parallel with the diazoma or ambulatory and 
the orchestra. From the mansion house itself the principal 
directional pull is exerted towards the orchestra and the 
stage or proscenium. 2 (Figure 2). 
1 8 Wood, op. cit., p. 2 
2rhis directional pull is also emphasized by the radi-
ating stairways in the cavaea; and, as can be seen in Fig. 2, 
the same attraction towards the valley or proscenium also 
runs off from the pavilions and the office wings of Allen's 
buildings. 
(~) 
It is precisely here in the center of the orchestra where, 
in the Greek theatre, the thymele1 was placed, that Wood 
had envisioned his circular basin of water. But for Wood's 
purposes, and for the function of the ancient theatre, the 
Figure 2. Plan of the Theatre at Aspendus, With Buildings 
at Prior Park Superimposed. 
!The thymele was the small alter placed in the center 
of the orchestra in honor of Dionysus. Cf, w. Dorpfeld, 
Thymele und Skene, Hermes, XXVII, 1902. · 
II 
( 36 ). 
orchestra was secondary.1 The main drama is enacted on the 
proscenium, elevated above the orchestra, while the elabo-
rate scaenae frons or backdrop served as the background for 
2 
the entire drama. The proscenium corresponds to the termin-
ation of the vale or Widcombe of Camelodunum, with the small 
village of Widcombe, while the distant hills of Bath, rising 
in gentle undulations above the village, correspond to the 
scaenae frons. 
The spatial accents here at Prior Park, corresponding 
as they do to the greek and Roman theatre, culminate in 
Wood the Younger's Royal Crescent at Bath. But many of 
these spatial qualities are immediately applied in a unique 
form known as the Royal or Kings Circus, a circular, closed 
square seen for the very first time in England. It is to 
the Circus which we will now turn. 
John Wood the Elder had envisioned a "Place, no less 
magnificent, for the Exhibition of Sports, to be called 
the Grand Circus."3 as early as 1742, if not earlier.4 
lOn the still-debated function of the orchestra and 
proscenium, cf. M. Bieber, ot. cit ; W. Dorpfeld, Die 
grieohische Buhne, in Art. Mrtt., XXVIII, 1903; w.-ofnsmoor, 
op. cit, p. 302 ff. 
2The colonnaded scaenae frons was a Roman invention, 
rising in two or three tiers and corresponding to the height 
of the cavaea. Well-preserved examples exist at Orange, 
Aspendus, Taormina, and particularly at Sabratha in 
Tripolitania. Vi~ruvius discusses in detail both Greek and 
Roman theatres (Book V, chap. VI, VII.). Wood may have seen 
graphic representations of the theatre at Orange. 
3wood, Essay, p. 48 
4Ibid! The first edition of the Essay was published at 
Bath in 17~2. 
(37~ 
Prior to this date, he had realized at least in part his 
grandiose scheme to erect anew an Imperial Rome on English 
soil. Queen Square was begun in 1728 and finished by 1734.1 
2 The North and South Parades, finished by 1748, were placed 
high above the Avon River, with terraces marking the tran-
sition from Parade to the Avon, Although never correspond-
ing to Wood's grand concept, the Parades were to have been 
the Imperial Forum of Bath1 By 1754, the land to the north 
of Queen Square was still open country; and, from Queen 
Square the terrain rose sharply by bounds until it reached 
the hills north of the old city. (Plate XXII). The street 
bounding Queen Square on the east, Gay Street (then called 
Barton Street), had, however, been extended north, largely 
through the efforts of Wood himself. A map of Bath made c. 
1750-51 shows Gay Street prolonged to the present George 
Street, or about half the distance to the Royal Circus, 
Hence, Wood had in Gay Street a ready-made link which could 
connect the older Queen Square to the south, and on a lower 
elevation, with the Circus to the north and on a consider-
ably higher elevation, (Plate XXIII). Figure 3 shows the 
axially-related group of Queen Square-Gay Street-Circus. 
Gay Street would provide the delicate vista connecting the 
older city on the lower ground to the south, with the Circus 
lwood, Essay, p. 51 
2Ibid, p. 52. The facades of the North (Grand) Parade 
and So~Parade were to have been given the same monumental 
palace manner seen in the north side of Queen Square. 
( 38). 
perched high up upon a landscape unencumbered by other 
structures. 
Figure 3. Queen Square, Gay Street, Royal Circus, and 
later Streets. Brock Street leads to the Royal Crescent. 
The city of Bath terminated abruptly at George Street 
in 1754, when Wood began building the Royal Circus. A con-
temporary description of the cornerstone laying is revealing: 
"The first stone of the building which is to be 
called the King's Circus, and which is to consist of 
33 elegant houses, was laid. It is to be a circular 
area of 318 feet diameter surrounded by 3 equal and 
similar piles of buildings, in theatrical style. In 
the center is to be an equestrian statue of His 
Majesty, and 3 streets 52 feet wide are to lead to it, 
each terminated with a fine buildingo But the 
principal approach will be one of the streets called 
Barton Street (Gay Street) leading from Queen Square 
· to the Circus, in length 660 feet."l 
• 
lFrom Gentleman's Magazine, Bath, February 7, 1754. 
(39) 
Wood however could hardly have proceeded very far on the 
actual building of the Circus, for he died on 23 May, 1754, 1 
thus leaving the work to be completed by his son. From the 
above description we learn that the diameter of the Circus 
was planned as measuring 318 teet, which incidentally is ex-
actly the same as the north-south and east-west sides of 
Queen Square. The equestrian statue of George II was never 
executed, but the reference to it here reflects Wood's 
interest in Continental squares, particularly in France and 
Italy, where, as we have previously pointed o:>ut, 2 either 
the equestrian or free-standing statue placed in the center 
of the square was practically de riguer. 
The Circus itself consists of three equ:al segments, 
each measuring 160 feet in length, and achie·ving a uniform 
height of 42 feet. The south-west segment, ·~onsisting of 
11 homes, was begun first; then the south-east, with 12 
houses; and, finally, the north segment of 10 homes. 
Typical of 18th century English urban building practice 
was the sub-leasing of individual sites by the architect to 
various builders. Not only was this the prac:tice_ of Wood, 
but it held true of almost all the great estnte speculations 
lBath Chronicle. 
2 Cf •• p. 23. 
(40) 
(41) 
1 in 18th century London. Here at the Royal Circus Wood 
made each builder conform exactly to his extorior eleva-
tions, but the builders were given free reign in all in-
terior design. As a result, great variety and ingenuity 
were exercised in the planning of the interior apartments, 
all of which were roughly trapezoidal in forr~. 
The "theatrical style" of the Royal Cir<:us referred 
to in Gentleman's Magazine is, of course, a l~eference to 
the superimposed orders commonly found on thEl exterior of 
the ancient Roman theatre, and on the Flavian Amphitheatre. 
(Plate XXIV). The facade of Wood's Circus, built entirely 
of Bath stone, 2 is also articulated by superimposed 
columns, only here arranged in pairs. They &Lre unfluted, 
and 3/4 engaged, as on the Colosseum, and The•atre or 
Marcellus. 3 The Roman Doric order used here (again 
reminicent of the Colosseum) contains a corre•ct frieze of 
!Actually, beginning with the creation of Covent Garden 
in 1630, created out of part of the Duke of Bedford's estates. 
This land speculation is particularly notice&.ble in the 
Harley-Cavendish estate project of the early 18th century, 
but it continued into the 19th century with such projects as 
Burton and Cubitt's developments in Bloomsbui"y and Belgravia. 
Cf. Summerson, Georgian London, op. cit. 
2rn contrast to the brick or Portland st;one normally 
used in the 18th century estate or town-house•. 
3However, Wood had prototypes in Bath fc·r the super-
imposed, 3/4 engaged order, mostly dating from c. 1720-25. 
triglyphs and sculptured metopes being carved in a circular 
form representing art, science, and the various occupations. 
Both the Ionic and Corinthian friezes are plain, but imme-
diately under the upermost entablature, and a.side of the 
Corinthian capitals, the surface is richly de•cora ted w:l. th 
garlands linking grotesque female masks. The parapet 
crowning the top entablature is broken at eac:h bay by 
pedestals carrying acorns, although.today (1962) many of 
the acorns are missing, and the parapet has E•i ther been 
broken into or else a balustrade substituted. In Wood's 
original Circus the windows on all three levE1ls were of 
• uniform size, without carrying an architrave, but most of 
these have been lengthened in recent times, llith the in-
clusion of iron railings (due perhaps to Regency taste) on 
the second story. 
Although many of the principal characteJ~istics of 18th 
century English Palladianism are missing, such as the high 
podium and the single, monumental entrance, Hood • s Circus 
is withal firmly entrenched in this tradition. The super-
imposed 3/4 columns are an obvious Palladio-:Lnspired treat-
ment of an antique and Renaissance motif, wh:Lle the square-
headed windows are distinctly characteristic of 18th century 
London street and square. There seems littl·e doubt that the 
Circus, in its insistance upon a ressurected and revitalized 
antiquity through its unique form, perhaps approaches the 
Palladian identification of a Roman monument more closely 
(42) 
than any building in Bath. Stylistically, the Royal Circus 
stands removed from all the ~riad of future circuses in 
Britain. The treatment of the facade with superimposed 
coupled columns was to go no further. It's monumentality 
and classical gravity was never again matched. After all, 
Wood's Circus owes far more to antique protot;ypes than to 
contemporary styles, which, as we shall soon learn, is 
exactly the reverse of the later circus. But in its rela-
tionship to later English town-planning, the Royal Circus 
marked the beginning of a long, illustrious cycle stretch-
• 
ing well into the 19th century. It is this matter to which 
we shall now turn our attention. 
The square of the Circus was originally cobbled, with 
a small reservoir placed in the center in lieu of the 
equestrian George II. However, an aquatint by John Robert 
Cozens, dated November 
servoir covered over. 
30, 1773, already shows this 
1 By 1820 there was shrubbery 
re-
planted 
around the covered reservoir, surrounded by a gravel walk; 
and, the five immense plane trees which the visitor to Bath 
views today probably date from this time. The plain, 
cobbled square of the Circus was typical of the 18th century 
square, not only in London, but in many Continental cities.2 
Only the early years of the 19th century wi tn,essed a land-
lcf. Green, op. cit., p. 144. 
(43) 
2Although Wood himself designed a formal garden for the 
center of Queen Square, with an obelisk placeci inside a central 
basin of water. The ensemble was sedately traditional, and 
undoubtedly French-inspired. 
soaping of English squares on a large seale. 
Three streets feed into the Royal Circus: Gay Street, 
the principal entrance from the lower city to the south; 
Bennett Street, a very shor.t thoroughfare which only dates 
from Wood the Younger's time, running off to the north-
east; Brook Street, again a street only begm1 after Wood 
the Elder 1 s death in 1754, which extends to 1;he north-west 
and the later Royal Crescent. Although all 1;he above-
mentioned streets were planned by Wood, only Gay Street 
1 
was realized during his lifetime. Each street was de-
signed for a 52 foot width, which is not excEtedingly wide 
even by 18th century standards; and, no two ~1treets face 
each other on opposite sides of the circle. In fact, the 
streets correspond exactly to the angles of &en inverted 
triangle neatly inscribed within the circle. If we compare 
this scheme to its closest Continental parallel, J. H. 
Mansart 1 s Place des Victoires in Paris (Figui•e 4), it 
immediately becomes apparent that there are some striking 
differences. No less than six streets radiate from the 
Place des Viotoires, and three of these (thos:e on the upper 
half of the perimeter) intersect at unequal distances from 
the center of the square. A lower segment of' the circle is 
lHowever, the building of Gay Street continued until 
the late 1750 1 s, being completed by Wood the Younger. Cf., 
!son, op. cit., p. 133 rr. 
(44) 
out out, allowing three Streets to enter at equal angles. 
Thus, Mansart•s square is opened up considerably more than 
the Royal Circus; in fact, in its layout and openness, it 
is preoicely in the style of the rend-points at Versailles. 
Wood's Circus, on the other hand, is a firmly closed square. 
f 
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Figure 4. Place des Viotoires, Paris (left), and Royal 
Circus, Bath. 
We do not get the impression here on the rend-point, that 
is, of a circular area created principally for the diverting 
of people and traffic in different directions. The Circus 
is in no sense a crossroads, for, when it was begun in 1754, 
it stood high above the town of Bath, free on all sides, 
and surrounded by open countryside. Wood tolerated only a 
single link with the Bath of old, and that is Gay Street, 
but a link nevertheless which effectively joins town to 
country. One does not rece'ive the impression of Gay Street 
as being a triumphant processional leading majestically up 
to the Circus, but of a quiet, some at unobstrusive street 
connecting the lower town with the Circus high up in open 
(46) 
landscape; a street with a view not only of the lower city, 
but of the Avon River and the hills beyond. Now this vista 
along Gay Street is not the grand, avenue-type perspective 
reminiscent of the landscapes by Le Notre, but a perspective 
similar to the combe at Prior Park, opening up as it des-
cends along an undulating terrain. 
1 
Both Bennett Street and Brock Street, the other exits 
from the Royal Ci-rcus, were designed to lead out onto open 
landscape. Bennett Street never seemed to have played a 
prominent role in Wood's plans: a mere footpath, as it were, 
leading up to rolling hills. Today, Bennett Street is still 
quiet and sedate, but now with the earlier perspective of 
open landscape cut asunder by the houses along Russell Street, 
and the famous Assembly Rooms, both designed by the younger 
Wood. Brock Street, on the other hand, was to lead into 
2 Wood's "Imperial Gymnasium". Possibly we shall never know 
whether the younger Wood's Royal Crescent corresponds in any 
way to his father's description of a place "for the Practice 
of medicinal Exercizes".3 But from this same description 
we can determine that the traffic passing from the Circus up 
Brock Street would never have been extensive; and, that the 
vista along this street was meant to be a closed one 
lBennett Street was not built up until c. 1773, when it 
is first mentioned in the rate-books. Brock Street was begun 
c. 1767-8. cr. !son, op. cit., p. 153, 159. 
2wood, op. cit., p. 28. 
3rbid, p. 28. 
which merely lead to the gymnasium, as against the different 
spatial qualities achieved debounohing from Gay or Bennett 
Streets. 
(47) 
The only entrance to the Royal Crescent was (and remains) 
by way of Brook Street. (Plate XXV). It was built up by the 
younger Wood from c. 1767 to c. 1768, or contemporaneously with 
the Royal Crescent. The street is 52 feet wide, as Wood the 
Elder had prescribed, and over 500 feet in length. Great 
variety was achieved in the execution of many of the indi-
vidual houses along Brook Street; and, in its frequent 
application of the Palladian idiom, it reveals how strong 
the Palladian hold was on the younger Wood, even at this late 
date. The usual pattern here can briefly be described as 
consisting of a shallow, pedimented porch, flanked by venetian 
windows, with a plain string-course indicating the first-
floor level. The second-story contains either another pair 
of venetian windows, or else a mere plain, three-light window, 
while the top story bay is interrupted by a pair of three-
light windows. The whole thing is surmounted by a prominent 
modillion cornice, with three small attic windows to each 
bay. 
Important in our discussion here is the unique spatial 
quality experienced in the movement along the 500-foot length 
of Brock Street. The principal direction is, of course 
horizontal; but this is strongly emphasized by the prominent 
string-course and cornice, and by the shallow fenestration 
punched into the flat, unadorned wall surface. Movement 
here is radically different from the Baroque form, where the 
spectator is rushed along at breakneck speed within an en-
closed space. Wood's classical idiom here serves to slow 
down the action, while the soberness of style adds a domestic 
and intimate quality far removed from the rollicking turmoil 
of the Baroque street. The elements of surprise and varia-
tion, later hallmarks of the fully-developed Picturesque 
movement, are seen here applied successfully for perhaps the 
first time in Britain. Before the view was destroyed by the 
erection of the Marlborough buildings in 1790, the pedestrian 
along Brock Street looked out upon an uninterrupted expanse 
Figure 5. Brock Street and the Royal Crescent. The Broken-
line section lying axially astride Brock Street represents 
the Marlborough Buildings, begun c. 1790. 
of open countryside. The only building visible was a small 
corner of the western terminal pavilion of the Crescent, as 
can be seen in Figure ~. 0ur pedestrian along Brock Street 
only expects to find a single building at the end of this 
vista, but what awaits him is totally unexpected. Instead 
upon debouching from Brock Street he finds not a single 
(48) 
building, but a monumental row of columned buildings stretch-
ing away on his right in the form of a vast semi-ellipse. 
1 Now these elements of variety and surprise which Wood 
employs here were heretofore only characteristic of the 
English landscape garden and estate, but certainly never in 
the combination of landscape and architecture. In other 
words, architecture was always divorced from the informal 
landscape. Now an examination of the work of Kent (at 
Chiswick, Stowe, and Rousham), and to an even greater ex-
tent that of Lancelot Brown (at Burghley, Croome, Corsham, 
(49) 
and countless other places) reflects this informality of 
landscape, with its emphatic qualities of surprise, intricacy, 
variety, and curiosity. But it invariably juxtaposed this 
informal, asymmetrical landscape to the blocklike severity 
of the rigidly symmetrical Palladian mansion. Hence, through-
out the work of Kent, Shenstone, and Brown, can be seen 
this strange paradox of the rigidly rational and symmetrical 
At a later date, Sir Joshua Reynolds, in the 13th 
Discourse, Dec. 11, 1786, wrote: "Variety and intricacy 
is a beauty and excellence in every other of the arts 
which address the imagination; and why not in archi-
tecture?". Likewise, Uvalde Price, in Essays on the 
Picturesque, 1794, wrote:"The two opposite qualities of 
roughness and of sudden variation, joined to that of 
irregularityA are the most efficient causes of the 
picturesque. (I, 50) and, "two of the most fruitful 
sources of human pleasure: the first, that great and 
universal source of pleasure, variety ••••••••• ; the 
second, intricacy ••••••• might be defined that disposition 
of objects, which, by a partial and uncertain concealment, 
excites and nourishes curiosity, the most active principle 
of pleasure". (I, 21-22, 24). 
coupled with the free and informal. At first, Wood the 
Elder tried to reconcile this ambivalance at Prior Park by 
adding an element of surprise and subtle curiosity to the 
actual buildings. Now, here at the Royal Crescent, all 
these elements are successfully brought together, and, the 
paradox of the English estate finally resolved. 
John Wood's Royal Crescent was begun on May 19, 17671 
and completed by 1774. The vast semi-ellipse, consisting 
of no less than 30 houses, has a major axis of .538 feet, or 
about equal to the entire length of Brock Street. As at the 
Royal Circus, the facade presents an absolutely uniform 
appearance, but the endless variety met with in the 
interiors testifies to the individual taste of owner or 
builder. While the lietmotif of the Royal Circus was the 
superimposed order, here it is the colossal column; and, 
in this Wood goes directly back to his father's work at 
2 Queen Square. (Plate XXVI). All 30 houses consist of 
basement, ground story, first and second floors, while 
each varies in width from three to four bays. The ground 
lFrom the Bath Chronicle, May 21, 1767: "on Tuesday 
last the foundation stone was laid of the first house of 
the intended new building above the Circus, called the 
Royal Crescent." 
(.50) 
2At Queen Square Wood utilized colossal Corinthian three-
quarter engaged columns and pilasters on the north side of 
the square. The basement is rusticated, while the second 
story windows alternately contain triangular and segmental 
pediments. Cf. Ison, op. cit., p. 127 ff; Green, op. cit., 
p. 49 ff. 
(.51) 
level doors and windows are set in deep reveals, and lack 
architraves. A total of 114 three-quarter engaged Ionic 
columns (including the return fronts) rise above the boldly-
projecting string-course, extending upward to the wide en-
tablature. The main face of the Crescent contains paired 
Ionic columns at either end, and also flanking the central 
bay, although there seems little reason for the application 
of this motif in the central bay, as it fails to give the de-
l 
sired emphasis to the center facade. The Ionic columns have 
a diameter above the base of 2 feet six inches, and are 22 
feet six inches high. The 5 foot high entablature is 
crowned by a boldly-projecting modillion cornice, which in 
turn is surmounted by an open balustrade, interrupted at 
regular intervals by rectangular pedestals placed directly 
over the columns. The total height of the Crescent is 47 
feet, measured from the groundstory level to the apex of 
the balustrade, or, just 5 feet higher than the Circus. 
Each bay is interrupted by tall windows on each level, with-
out architraves, but containing flattened voussoires, as do 
the doorways. However, on the return fronts the lone center 
door is flanked by engaged Dorio three-quarter engaged 
columns, with an exaggerated entablature supporting a tri-
angular pediment. We should point out here that Wood delib-
erately increased the center interoolumniation, principally 
1contemporary opinion also questioned its use, as we 
can see in The Stranger's Assistant and Guide to Bath for 
llU· 
(52) 
to make way for the lower doorway. 1 Another interesting re-
finement here is Wood's utilization of the natural line of the 
ellipse, The smooth ashlar masonry is set perfectly square 
between the columns, but above and below the columns it 
follows the elliptical form of the structure, This was un-
doubtedly primarilly a time-saving device; and, it is in no 
way noticeable, 
The usual impression the observer receives when con-
fronted with the Royal Crescent is that of its powerful 
monumentality and majestic grandeur; and, this impression 
is almost overwhelming after viewing the quiet restraint of 
the Brock Street architecture, Without any doubt, it is the 
very culmination of Palladian classicism in Bath, The 
application of the colossal Ionic columns on a high, plain 
podium, extending as it does along a front of over 100 bays, 
is in its scale, without precedent in England. But the Royal 
Crescent, in its principal constituent motifs, has ple.nty of 
predecessors both in England and on the Continent. J, H, 
Mansart used a colossal Ionic pilaster to articulate the 
facade of the circular Place des Victoires, Although the 
rusticated, ground-story arcades and the absence of a sur-
mounting balustrade bear little resemblance to the Crescent, 
1There were prototypes in abundance for this, stretching 
back as far as the 6th century B.C. (temple of Apollo at 
Syracuse); but an even closer parallel could be readily found 
in Palladia's Quattro Libri •••••• , in the Villa Sarego at 
Miega, where an octastyle portico is used, with the corner 
columns doubled, and the center intercolumniation widened, 
the fenestration here is very close to that used by Wood at 
a later date. But the inspiration undoubtedly came from 
examples less distantly removed. Basically, the form comes 
from Palladian types transplanted into England. Plate XXVII 
shows an advanced style of Palladian town-house in London, 
built c. 1637 onward.1 There were in all fourteen large 
houses erected along the south side of Great Queen Street, 
each with a 40-foot frontage. The colossal Corinthian 
pilasters are the principal element used to articulate the 
facade here, just as the Ionic three-quarter engaged columns 
are on the Royal Crescent. Again, the fenestration on the 
Great Queen Street houses was very similar to that employed 
on the Crescent. Although the pilasters break through the 
string-course and are carried downward to the street level, 
the similarity is nevertheless striking. The rhythm a-bb-a 
(portal alternating with flanking windows) is exactly the 
same as that utilized on the ground level of the Royal 
Crescent; and, we must not overlook the same rhythm of the 
iron fence linking each portal. 
There are marked similarities between Wood's Royal 
Crescent and some of the town-houses along the west side of 
Lincoln's Inn Fields, London; and, a serious case has been 
made for a direct inspiration on the Crescent here. 2 
1on the complex problem of authorship here, c.f. 
Summerson, op. cit. Architecture in Britain, p. 101 ff. 
2summerson, op. cit., Heavenly Mansions, p. 101 
(53) 
Thirty-two houses were built by the speculator, William 
1 Newton, although the architect may .~ have been Inigo 
2 Jones. The sole surviving house here, Lindsey House, dates 
from c. 1640. Lindsey House's theme is frankly Palladian,3 
with its rusticated ground story, and center entrance 
C54l 
flanked by two windows. Tall Ionic pilasters rise from 
pedestals set on the string course upward through both 
stories. A prominent modillion cornice is surmounted by an. 
open balustrade, interrupted at regular intervals by rectangu-
lar pedestals placed over the lower pilasters. The second-
story window of the center bay has a broken segmental 
pediment, while the corresponding windows on flanking bays 
contain triangular pediments. It must also be pointed out 
that not only was it easy for Wood to have seen these 
famous (at that time) town-houses, but Lindsey House was 
also published in Campbell's Vitruvius Britannicus.4 
A building closer in time and, perhaps in some of its 
peculiarities, in style, is Queensbury House, Burlington 
lNewton was also the entrepreneur responsible for the 
b~lding of Great Queen Street. CF, Summerson, Architecture 
in Britain, p. 101 ff; Georgian London, p. 17 f • 
20f. Summerson, Architecture in Britain, p. 101 ff. 
3rhe style is close to Palladia's preparatory design for 
the Palazzo Porto-Colleen!, Vicenza, 1552. R.I.B.A. London. 
4vol. I, 1715, pl. 5o. 
Gardens, London (now the Bank of Scotland), executed by 
1 Giacomo Leoni in 1721. (Plate XXVIII). The tall podium 
is rusticated, but now arcades enframe the portal and 
windows set in deep reveals. Composite pilasters set on 
high pedestals rise from the prominent stringcourse through 
two stories, flanking square-headed windows on each level. 
The broad entablature and modillion cornice are both 
reminicent of the earlier houses at Great Queen Street and 
Lincoln 1 s Inn Fields, 'while the open balustrade is a later 
2 
addition. The fenestration here is close to that found on 
the Royal Crescent; but this could also be said for all the 
architectural elements above the Composite capitals. It is 
only in the podium where the styles make a radical departure: 
this is perhaps more in the spirit of Inigo Jones 1 s arcades 
of the Covent Garden piazza. 
But Wood the Younger had really little need to travel 
to London for inspiration for his Crescent: the prototype 
was unquestionably right there in Bath. Stylistically, John 
Wood the Elderts north side of Queen Square in Bath, begun 
in 1727, is perhaps closer to the Royal Crescent than any 
comparable structure in England.3 (Plate XXIX). The tall 
1cr. Colvin, op. cit., p. 362. 
2cr. Colvin, op. cit., p. 362. James Vardy probably de-
signed the balustrade in 1792, in conjunction with G. Bonomi. 
3The inspiration for the palace-style architecture along 
the north side of Queen Square seems to come from Palladiots 
preparatory design for the Palazzo Porto-Colleoni, a design 
which unquestionably exercised great influence upon English 
town-house design. Cf. (Plate XXX). 
(55) 
podium is once again rusticated, but now each bay opening 
contains square-headed windows, which, both in size and 
style relate to those at the Royal Crescent; and, the 
(56) 
rhythm a-bb-a is exactly the same. The somewhat plain string-
course marking the transition to the second story also bears 
resemblance to the Crescent. The Corinthian pilasters here 
at Queen Square are set on fairly low bases, not on the 
high pedestals seen in the London examples shown above, 
which is again similar to the Ionic bases on the Crescent. 
The resemblance to the Royal Crescent is also particularly 
striking in the style of the pavilions here at Queen Square. 
Not only did the elder Wood employ here three-quarter en-
gaged columns, but he succeeded in surmounting the modillion 
cornice with a balustrade punctuated at regular intervals 
by square pedestals, an arrangement similar to that seen on 
the Royal Crescent. Although the fenestration of the second 
story is quite different from that of the Crescent (here we 
find windows flanked by pilasters and carrying alternate 
triangular and segmental pediments), the treatment of the 
top story windows is in the same vein as the Crescent. Both 
Wood's push these small, square windows up flush with the 
entablature, and level with the top of each capital. 
John Wood the Younger's Royal Crescent at Bath was not 
only the first crescent in England, but-and this is in-
finitely more important for our discussion-the very first 
structure which succeeded in relating the building, be it 
townhouse or villa, to its natural surroundings. We have 
seen where the elder Wood strove to effect this same 
compromise at Beloombe Brook, and again, with considerably 
more success, at Prior Park. Both of these ventures fell 
short of complete realization, due either from a failure 
to properly realize the aesthetic potentialities of the site, 
or to a lack of correct planning. The Royal Circus is also 
a case in point: it contained many of the same qualities 
found in the Royal Crescent, but failed, for various reasons, 
to unite them into an aesthetically pleasing and spatially 
sound ensemble. All of these latent qualities in the Circus 
and Prior Park finally coalesced for one glorious moment 
in the Royal Crescent; and, it is the consideration of 
these peculiar characteristics of the Crescent to which we 
shall now turn. 
With the completion of the Royal Crescent in 1774, the 
development of Bath had reached its westward and northern 
termination. Free-standing as it does high on the undulat-
ing Somerset hills, its only connection with the congested 
city below was by way of Brook Street and the Royal Circus. 
(Plate XXXI). The Royal Crescent's monumental, semi-
elliptical form provided a unique panorama of the terrain 
unfolding below- The vista in Figure 6 stretches well over 
a quarter of a mile from the Crescent to the Avon River, 
without a single interruption if we overlook the insignif-
icant path called the Bristol Road. But the Avon River 
(57) 
does not block the vista here, for immediately to the south 
the open terrain rises in abrupt terraces to the hills 
beyond. Because of the semi-elliptical form of the Crescent, 
the angle of vision, as can be seen in Figure 6, would 
amount to 20.5 degrees, a vision-span measured from the ex-
treme limit of each pavilion. Now the setting of the Royal 
Crescent and its relationship to the land before it imme-
diately brings to mind Prior Park, with its amphitheatrical 
site, and the wide angle of vision involved. But the 
similarity is even more pronounced in the ancient theatre; 
in fact, tow of the most perceptive critics of town planning 
have seen the resusitation of the Greek theatre in the Royal 
Crescent: 
¢~' 
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Figure 6. Royal Crescent, Bath. View Toward the Avon River. 
(.58) 
11 Zugleich aber erkannte es die ganze theatralische 
Schonheit der Lage. Wie das griechische Theatre 
halbrund sich in den Abhang der Felsen einbettet mit 
dem Blick auf die weite Szene der Ebene und des blauen 
Meares, so schuf Bath sich in halbmondformigen, wait 
gegen die in der Tiefe ruhende Stadt sich offnenden 
Platzen das Mittel, um mit gebupdenster Form die freie 
Schonhei t der Landscha:f't zusammenzustimmen. "1 And, 
writing at a later date: 
La composition du Crescent est veritablement 
theatrale; exactement, c'est 1 1 idee du theatre grec. 
Un batiment d'une seule volee, de trace semi-elliptique 
constitue une cavea de pres de 200 metres de diametre; 
l'orchestra est ici un immense green sans arbres; quant 
a la scene et a son decor, c'est la vallee de l'Avon 
ellememe et lea collines de 1 1autre rive. Nulle part 
le XVIIIe siecle ne nous offre une combinaison plus 
frappante de l'architecture et du paysage nature1."2 
This similarity to the ancient theatre (particularly the 
Greek theatre) can be clarified by an examination o:f' Figure 
7. Here we have drawn a topographical sketch of the land 
Figure 7. Topographical Scheme of Avon River Valley 
between the Royal Crescent on the north, and the hills lying 
south of the Avon River. If we represent the river Avon by 
the letter (C.), and the Royal Cresent by (B), the line of 
1 Brinckmann, op. cit., p. 72. 
2Lavedan, op. cit •• p. 4.60. 
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sight would extend to point (A), a position about three-
quarters of the way up on the southern hills of Bath. 
Coupled with the horizontal perspective from points (A) 
to (B), we have the plunging or birds-eye type, extending 
from {B) to (C); hence, we have here both a horizontal and 
plunging perspective. To find both types in combination is 
entirely new. Many of the 'natural', well-manicured land-
scapes of Lancelot Brown were of .the plunging type, 1 but 
the multi-perspective of the Royal Crescent was unknown. 
In fact, this type is far removed from the 17th and 18th 
century 
Baroque 
forms, such as the rollicking rhythm of the Roman 
2 
square, or the interminable, narrow perspective of 
the yew-lined allees of Versailles. What we really have here 
is a magnificent illustration of the bella vista, where the 
landscape background plays a dominant role in the overall 
composition. Now this system in urban planning was quite 
unknown in England and Europe, but not at all uncommon in 
the ancient city, particularly the Hellenistic polis. The 
small city of Priene (Plate XXXII)3 was laid out on strict 
Hippodamian lines during the late 5th and 4th centuries 
B. c •. However, the city is erected upon a very steep slope, 
terraced downward from the high citadel located to the north 
lcr. Stowe, Bowood, Blenheim Park, Harewood, Luton 
Hoo, etc. 
2cf. Piazza San Pietro, Piazza di Spagna, Piazza Navona. 
3cf. A. von Gerkan, Griechische Stadteanlagen, Berlin, 
1924. 
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of the city. Seated on the northern edge of the city proper, 
and parallel to the slope of the acropolis and the east-
west streets, is the small theatre. This theatre is sited 
sufficiently far up on the slope of the acropolis to provide 
both a plunging perspective of the lower agora and polis 
walls, and a horizontal perspective of the distant sea. 
Like the Royal Crescent, Priene epitomizes the bella vista. 
The Hellenistic polis of Pergamum1 (Plate XXXIII) 
offers still another similarity to the Royal Crescent and 
its relationship of city to country. Laid out by the 
ruling Attalids from the late 4th century B. c. onward, the 
city is terraced from the apex of the prominent acropolis 
down to the lower town. Located on the crown of the slope 
is the steep theatre, which, alone of all the Pergamene 
buildings, commands a complete view of the lower city and 
the surrounding countryside; and, the small Dionysiac temple 
and Pergamene stoa located before the theatre are related in 
such a way so that they don't distract the bella vista here. 2 
Along with Wood's emulation of the bella vista of the 
Hellenistic polis can be seen a conscious effort to create 
an entirely new spatial atmosphere, a space-form which 
(61) 
lor. A. Conze, and others: Die der 
Aus rabun en zu Per amen ;n~~~~~~~1~8~80-1886,Berlin; 
Zsc ietzschamann, w., in XIX, 1937): 
Pergamon. 
2The high scaenae frons which detracts from the 
magnificent view was erected after Pergamum passed under Rome 
rule during the 2nd century B.C., while the temple just to 
the west of the theatre probably dates from the time of 
Caracalla. 
marks a decisive departure from 17th and 18th century 
standards. But before investigating this new system of 
space organization, it is perhaps necessary to briefly out-
line the major 17th and 18th century space-forms; and, 
these are most profitably to be seen in the city square of 
this period. 
The Baroque squares are principally three-fold in form: 1 
{1), the closed square, such as the numerous London squares, 
Queen Square at Bristol and Bath, the Place des Vosges, the 
Place des Victoires, and the Place Vendome. In all of these 
squares, whether they are squares, circles, or rectangles, 
space is self-contained; (2), the rond-point, or radiating 
square, typical of French garden design such as Vaux-le-
Vicomte, Versailles, Marly, and applied with marvelous 
(62) 
success throughout France. These squares are always circular, 
with successive streets radiating from the center; in effect, 
they are mere crossroads or traffic-intersections, although 
they contain spatial and aesthetic qualities all their own. 
The rondel or rond-point has a strict axial emphasis, with 
space controlled and funneled along the narrow, radiating 
!This classification differs somewhat from that of 
Zucker, op. cit., p. 6 ft, where he defines no leas than five 
principal squares: closed square, dominated square, nuclear 
square, grouped squares, and the amorphous square. Although 
this writer finds some of these superfluous, he is only 
pointing out here the 3 space-forms which were typical of 
the Baroque age. Also, ct. G. Kepes. The Lan~ase of 
Vision, Chicago, 1944; E. Goldfinger, The Sens~lon of Space, 
Architectural Review, Nov., 1941; D. G. Thornley, Space and 
Form in Civic Design, Studies in. Architectural History, 
London, 1954. 
avenues. This system began perhaps with Lemercier 1 s layout 
of the town of Richelieu (1633-1640), and culminated in the 
19th century with the Place del 1Etoile; 1 (3), the dynamic or 
Baroque square, characteristic of Italy. Typical of this 
form, beginning with the Campidoglio in the 16th century, 
are the Piazza San Pietro, Piazza di Spagna, and Piazza 
Novona. Movement and rhythm are the principal character-
istics of the dynamic square, with spatial rhythms brought 
about by architectonic and sculptural elements, such as the 
undulating facade and the sculptured fountain. Spatial 
directions in the dynamic square are not principally along 
a single or major axis, but oblique and eccentric now have 
a major role in the defining of a three-dimensional void. 
Now Wood's Royal Crescent certainly could never be 
considered as being characteristic of any of the above 
spaceform groups. Instead, what we discover here is a 
unique form of open square, one which places no limit to the 
three principal space-defining elements of the void. To 
properly evaluate this space-form, let us investigate these 
three elements of the square or three-dimensional void. 
These are, (1), consideration of the surrounding structures, 
such as buildings, parks, and even trees and shrubbery; (2), 
consideration of the actual ground level, whether it is flat 
or sloping; (3), what one could call the ceiling of the void, 
1But continued with varying success into the 20th 
century. 
(63) 
the sky. If we examine the first principle, the surround-
ing structures, we find that the only man-made object here 
is the Royal Crescent itself. The vast semi-ellipse en-
compasses a relatively small area bounded by its 538 foot 
major axis, and no more. But the enclosed space of the 
Royal Crescent does not terminate with its major axis, for 
it continues to flow in an outward progression, fan-like 
from the terminal pavilions of the building. Beyond the 
Crescent's terminal pavilions there were no man-made 
boundries, only natural ones. The area to the west was left 
entirely open, a landscape in this case totally un-cultivated 
and virginal. To the east, the perspective continues across 
the Barton Fields. without apparent interference from the 
new buildings going up at that time to the west of Gay 
Street. The vista to the south of the Crescent continues 
uninterrupted across the Avon River, and is finally halted 
by the abruptly rising hills. Hence, these distant hills 
can be labeled the natural boundary of the Royal Crescent on 
the south. From this it can be readily determined that the 
spatial projection of the Royal Crescent is surrounded by 
natural (as apposed to hitherto man-made objects) objects. 
What is even more unusual is the fact that no part of this 
landscape is cultivated, but a perfect realization here of 
the 'nature unadorned'. 
The result here is a unique space-form bounded on one 
side by its controlling element (the Royal Crescent), and 
on the other three sides by natural boundaries. We have 
(64) 
seen a tendency towards a somewhat similar space-form being 
developed on the Continent (Figure 8), but here the confines 
consisted of either architectonic elements, or rigidly work-
ed-out parks and gardens. Actually, the only instance where 
this open-type space-form was even tentatively arrived at 
before or contemporary with the Royal Crescent was at Prior 
Park. 
(65) 
The expansion of the floor-level here at the Royal 
Crescent is one of the key space-defining elements constitut-
ing its unique form. The floor-level which is confined by 
the Crescent's lateral axis is perfectly flat, but soon 
drops off in gradual descent towards the Avon River. 
Actually, this floor-level changes even before the lateral 
axis ' of the Crescent is reached; thus, the spatial rhythm 
progresses unhindered from the very facade of the Royal 
Figure 8. Place de la Concorde, Paris 
Crescent until it reaches its southern terminal. Although 
this undulating floor-level has certain similarities to that 
of the Piazza San Pietro, the rise and fall in level here is 
perfectly natural, while spatial considerations are also 
more paramount than aesthetic qualities. But the floor-level 
here has its closest parallel with the Greek and Roman 
theatre. What held true for the amphitheatrical site at 
Prior Park is even more applicable at the Royal Crescent. 
The Crescent itself can be considered the rim of a vast 
orchestra, while the east-west confines assume the character 
of the lips of the enormous orchestra. Between the limits of 
the orchestral rims, the floor-level drops precipitously to-
wards the background scene or scaenae frons, which here can 
be considered the Avon River and the distant hills. 
In the rise and swell of the descending terraces here 
there is a resultant pull and push, a series of counter-
movements that link the floor-level with similar three-
dimentional voids of the late-Baroque. This is notably 
true of the Scala di Spagna in Rome, designed by Francesco 
de' Sanctis and Alessandro Specchi from 1721-1725. Plate 
XXXIV reveals the free-flowing curves and counter-curves of 
the long staricase. A multitude of shifting views and 
oblique planes serves to create a dynamic three-dimensional 
space-form here which is similar to the eneven topography of 
the space in front of the Crescent. Although the Scala di 
Spagna is squeezed into a narrow space between building~, 
(66) 
while the Royal Crescent's space-form is created out of 
open landscape, both achieve similar results with the 
articulation of their respective floor-levels. 
In the normal space-form, regardless of whether it is 
closed or open, the ceiling is usually limited to the sur-
rounding buildings or elements, and, to a lesser degree, 
the nature of the floor-level. In a form such as Wood's 
Queen Square at Bath, the surrounding elements are fairly 
low, and the floor-level fairly Uniform. The result is a 
low ceiling and a low perspective point. Jacques-Ange 
Gabriel's Place de la Concorde {Figure 8), an open square, 
has a high ceiling, for the only architectonic elements 
here are those flanking the rue Royale, while all other 
boundaries are indicated by non-architectonic units, such 
as the Tuileries gardens, the Chimps Elysees, and the Seine. 
The Royal Crescent, however, contains a ceiling which is 
practically unlimited. This is brought about not only by 
the declivitous nature of the enclosed space, with its 
resulting high perspective point, but also through the 
absence of planned elements defining the enclosure, The 
low hills enclosing the space on the east and west are far 
removed from the north-south axis, thus providing a three-
dimensional void which is well-nigh unique in its utilization 
of such a high ceiling. In fact, one step beyond Wood's 
planning here would have resulted in a complete negation 
of the void: open space would have been the result, an 
{67) 
(68) 
amorphous mass of open land and sky. 
Mention has been made on previous pages concerning the 
relationship of the elder Wood's landscape at Prior Park to 
the general development of the 'natural' or Picturesque land-
scape in Britain during the 18th century. We have stated 
that many of the elements found in the landscape designs of 
Kent, Brown, and others (and, incidentally in the later 
1 2 
writings of Uvalde Price, Richard Payne Knight, and 
Humphry Repton.3) were incorporated in the planning of Prior 
Park. However, it should be pointed out that the Picturesque 
quality of Prior Park contains two principal elements which 
disassociates it from the Royal Crescent and the later 
Picturesque movement in general. These are, (1), its essen-
tially evocative quality, which brings to the fore literary, 
archaeological, and historical allusions. In this respect, 
Prior Park is firmly in the tradition of Pope's estate at 
Twickenham, Chiswick, and Stowe; (2), coinciding with this 
evocative quality can be seen a dependence upon the so-
called 'natural' landscapes of Lancelot Brown, where objects 
were deliberately disposed in the landscape to give it the 
appearance of a virgin, untouched wilderness. Now both of 
lcf., p. 49, fn. #1. 
2Anal tical les of Taste (1792); 
The Landsca e 
these elements (which are the touchstones of the entire 
Picturesque movement) are missing from the space-form of 
(69) 
the Royal Crescent. We would look in vain for any element 
which could in any way conjure up archaeological or literary 
associations. Gone are the antique replicas, the sculptured 
portrait busts of the literati, the Chinese pagodas, the 
serpentine paths and erratic bodies of water of the early 
Picturesque landscapes. Nor can the casual spectator find 
any evidence where Wood rearranged nature to suit his purpose 
here. The later charges hurled by Payne Knight, Loudon, and 
Price that Brown and his numerous cohorts first destroyed 
the existing landscape, then erected a •natural' one on its 
ruins, could never be brought upon Wood at the Crescent. The 
well-manicured lawns, the clipped hedges and deliberately-
placed groups of trees do not exist here. Brown's landscapes 
were an empirical, later a rule-of-thumb system, where 
straight lines were deliberately abolished, Hogarth's 'line 
of Beauty' made the order of the day, and 'improvements• 
made on every aspect of the landscape. In fact, the very 
uniqueness of the Royal Crescent lies in its totally un-
improved state. Wood accepted the landscape as it existed, 
and, with the semi-elliptical Crescent, created a system 
here of purely visual effects. This visual approach to land-
scape design is in effect the principal difference between 
the work of Wood the Younger and the normal practice of the 
18th century. But \olood 1 s visual effeats are built up 
through an ingenious utelization of a natural site with a 
single architectonic element designed to fit into and at the 
same time control the entire unit. In other words, a visual 
(70) 
space within a definite three-dimensional void. On the other 
hand, Kent, Brown, and later Repton in the 19th century, in 
addition to their blind devotion to these evocative and 
'improved' qualities, constantly strove to emulate certain 
17th century landscape painters, particularly Claude Lorrain, 
Salvator Rosa, and van Ruisdael.1 This seems natural, for, 
to the English amateur landscapist, their work was the 
epitome of the 'natural' landscape, one which was neatly 
constructed in all aspects to provide an illusion of the 
landscape unadorned. And, both the visual approach and 
space-form in their works were totally different from the 
comparative spatial freedom found at the Royal Crescent. 
If the 18th century English estate succeeded in free-
ing itself from the earlier symmetrical pattern of landscape 
design, it conversely failed to break with that tradition in 
architectural development. This paradox of the rigidly 
symmetrical Palladian bagnio thrown into violent contrast 
to a natural landscape persisted practically without change 
to the very end of the century. However, a partial solution 
was worked out by Wood at Prior Park, where we find a 
lit was no accident that these same painters succeeded 
in producing a tremendous influence upon the formation of the 
late-18th century British school of landscape painting. 
(71) 
Palladian villa, in the s~yle of the Villa Trissino, complete 
with quadrant-colonnades. The quadrants and attached 
pavilions were thrown foreward at oblique angles to enforce 
a multi-perspective along the steep, undulating combe. 
Although Wood failed to realize the total spatial possi-
bilities of the site, and his attempts to resolve this 
paradox were somewhat forced, his work here nevertheless 
marked the first attempt to break away from the symmetrical 
arrangement of buildings on an asymmetrical landscape. 
English architects and landscape designers strangely failed 
to profit by this pioneer work at Prior Park; and, thirty 
years would have to pass before its prophesy was gloriously 
fulfilled in the Royal Crescent. 
Figure 9 reveals a diagram of William Kent's Holkham 
Hall (begun 1734), one of the earliest Palladian country 
homes in Britain, and the prototype for many more to follow. 
Here we find a rigidly symmetrical corps de logis with 
connecting wings looking out upon the vast expanse of 
'improved' landscape~ a symmetrical anomaly amid its surround-
ings. Prior Park (Figure 1) on the other hand reveals a 
decisive departure from this style. This is not only true 
in its landscape layout-which has been previously discussed-
but in the axial arrangement of the buildings. The emphasis 
on the straight axis of Holkham Hall has vanished, for Wood 
has thrown both of the elongated wings forward at sharply 
oblique angles; and, by doing so has succeeded in bringing 
the building complex into closer focus with the wide slopes 
before it. Now there is nothing 'informal' or asymmetrical 
about Wood's architecture at Prior Park. It is perhaps just 
as formal and classical-in its adherence to Palladian 
standards-as Kent's at Holkham Hall. But by breaking away 
from the straight axial layout Wood was able to produce a 
series of converging perspectives that climaxed miles from 
its source, and, at the same time frame the enclosed land-
scape. Thus, in this case symmetry of architecture is in 
perfect harmony with the asymmetrical landscape. 
J 
Figure 9. Holkham Hall, Norfolk. Begun 1734. 
Like Prior Park, the style of the Royal Crescent is 
not what one would consider asymmetrical or informal. Its 
powerful parade of Composite orders and tall podium provide 
it with perhaps the most classical facade in Bath. And, its 
majestic scale might be a little disproportionate for its 
(72) 
(73) 
proper function, which is, after all, that of an abode for 
a mere thirty families. Restraint and what has been labeled 
English domestic intimacy are not expressed here, but a 
Baroque power and magniloquence reminicent of the palace 
styles of Caserta and the Belvedere. What is really impor-
tant is the relationship expressed here of solid to void, of 
Crescent to landscape. Wood adapts the semi-elliptical solid 
to the natural contour of the land. Now we have seen where 
the quadrant-colonnade was used in the English estate of an 
earlier period, merely short, curved projections connecting 
1 the central corps de logis with the wings. In these 
estates, the dominant horizontal axis is the single con-
trolling element, regardless of the contour of the land. 
But in the Royal Crescent, Wood deliberately avoids this 
emphasis on the horizontal axis. The only importance that 
it still retains is in its relationship to Brock Street, 
where it serves as a deceptive prologation of that thor-
oughfare. 
Upon analysis, the Royal Crescent's space-form is 
composed of two distinct geometrical shapes, a semi-
ellipse (the Royal Crescent), and a trapezoid (the three-
dimentional void immediately before the Crescent). Neither 
of these geometric forms is a separate entity, but, for 
their aesthetic and spatial existence, are completely de-
lsuch as at Stoke Bruerne, Blenheim, Castle Howard, 
Houghton Hall, Ditchley, Woburn Abbey, Davenport House, 
Kedleston, and countless other country seats. 
pendent upon each other. Take either of these forms away 
and the result would obviously be a far different space-
form, one which would be limited to the single geometric 
form. Figure 10 reveals the two forms vis-a-vis as they 
appear in the Crescent and the adjacent space. The sides 
of the trapezoid are formed by the diverging perspective-
vista as it expands towards the distant climax. The short 
end is, of course, formed by the horizontal axis of the 
Crescent itself, which is a logical prolongation of Brock 
Street. The large end of the trapezoid is formed by the 
Figure 10. Geometrical Components of the Royal Crescent's 
Space-Form. 
termination of the diverging vista as it climaxes in the 
distant hills. Space within the semi-elliptical Crescent 
is, of course, absolutely defined by the sweeping arms of 
the Crescent itself, and the horizontal axis. The trap-
ezoidal form, however, is far more complex. Space here is 
not perfectly defined by prominent objects or structures, 
(74) 
but it is suggested, As we have previously pointed out, the 
expanding perspective from the Crescent coincides with an 
almost-imperceptible line of hills on one side of the trap-
ezoid, thus creating a suggested but nevertheless definite 
boundary on this side, On the other side of the trapezoidal 
form, a zone is created between the town of Bath and the open 
landscape, with the zone acting as the boundary on this side. 
The termination of the trapezoidal space-form is more 
distinct than the confines of either of its sides, due pri-
marily to the explicitly defined hills to the south of the 
Avon River. Even more than at the expanding perspective-
confines, the light-defined relationship of 2-dimensional 
objects is obviated by the abrupt termination of the bella 
vista, 
The only other case this writer is aware of where a 
semi-elliptical (or semi-circular) and trapezoidal form are 
brought together to create a distinct spatial feeling is 
Bernini's Piazza San Pietro (Plate XV), This huge parvis 
is composed of two principal elements, the piazza retta, 
immediately before the church facade, and the piazza 
obliqua, the central section of the square itself. The 
piazza retta is trapezoidal in form, 1 while the piazza 
obliqua is semi-circular, although it gives the illusion 
lTwo earlier examples of trapezoidal space-forms in 
Italy are the Piazza Piccolomini in Pienza, laid out by 
Bernardo Rossellino between 1458-1462, and Michelangelo's 
Campidoglio, laid out from 1538 onward, 
(75) 
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of an ellipsoid. Now both these forms are parallel with 
each other; and, in this respect, the sequence of Circus-
Brock··Street-Royal Crescent is similar, that is, all on line. 
But the differences between the two space-forms are striking. 
Bernini's square is a perfectly defined space, regardless of 
its undulating floor-level and otherwise dynamic qualities. 
Permanent architectural objects serve to dilineate each of 
its confines. Wood's Royal Crescent, however, sets off 
ellipsoid and trapezoid vis-a-vis, not parallel; and, per-
haps most important of all, two distinct geometrical forms 
are utilized to carve out a spatial form which, in the main, 
is only suggested in its shape, not rigidly defined. 
In the previous pages the writer has attempted to show 
the profound contribution the Wood's made on the develop-
ment of certain architectural and spatial forms in the 18th 
century. This is particularly true of Prior Park and the 
Royal Crescent, where, based on visual and spatial themes, 
Wood created a unique space-form for that epoch, in short, 
an "expanding-space form." Although its complete adaptation 
to urban design was only properly realized in the 19th 
century, it was certainly not without influence, either as 
a distinct architectural form, or as a vital element in 
English town-planning during the 18th and early 19th century. 
Although the later crescents never reached the lofty heights 
occupied by the Royal Crescent, and, to a large degree 
failed to understand the spatial-possibilities latent in 
this form, they were repeated ad infinitum throughout 
Britain all during the 19th century and into the following 
century. We shall now turn our attention to the later 
developments of the crescent in Bath and the remainder of 
Britain. 
(77) 
IV. The Post-\1/ood Crescents in Bath 
It can with some certainty be stated that the period 
between 1728 and 1774, that is, from the laying out of Queen 
Square to the completion of the Royal Crescent, marks what 
we chose to call the Augustan Age of Bath's architectural 
development. This half-century witnessed the rapid transi-
tion from a moribund medieval village to perhaps the most 
fully-developed Georgian city in Britain. The development 
of the city from the old quarter around the medieval Abbey 
to the north and west, a growth in the old medieval complex 
towards the open countryside first envisioned by Wood the 
Elder in the 1720 1 s, was now at least partially realized. 
However, the two most unique and characteristic features 
of Bath's environment, the circus and crescent, and 
particularly the latter, only became a reality during the 
waning years of this epoch. Again drawing the comparison 
between Bath and a resuscitated Rome, albeit on a consider-
' 
ably reduced scale, the period following the completion of 
the Royal Crescent and the death of the Woods might be 
called Bath's Silver Age. 
Like Imperial Rome, this Silver Age might have lacked 
some of the lustre of the preceding era, but it made up for 
this in ma~y ways. This post-Wood epoch in Bath's history 
extended from about 1769 to 1817, a period of phenomenal 
and, at times, almost frenzied growth in real estate. Now 
this feverish pace in building activity exactly coincided 
(78) 
with the almost unprecedented prosperity which England and 
her colonies enjoyed during these years. All this was, 
however, abruptly ended with the brier but severe economic 
depression which set in as a result or the prolonged 
Napoleonic wars; and, by 1817 Bath, like most or England, 
had reached the rlood-tide or her prosperity. 
(79) 
But or what significance is the year 1769 ror our study 
at hand? This date marks the beginning or the almost-endless 
line or crescents that consciously rollow in the footsteps 
or Wood's Royal Crescent, the rirst being the Paragon or 
T. w. Atwood. In ract, between 1769 and 1817 no less than 
seven crescents or the rirst importance were built in Bath 
alone, not to mention the many other variations on this 
theme. It is in ract the development of the crescent and 
its role in the Bath urban complex that alone distinguishes 
this era. To be sure, street and terrace building continued 
at an even pace, everwidening the Bath scene, but their 
layout ofrered little beyond what had already been utilized 
rrom an earlier age. Even the grandiose Bathwick project, 
by-rar the largest town planning project in Bath's history, 
was a rormal throwback to earlier days. And, strange to 
say, not a single circus was built in this period in Bath. 
In.a word, it was the age par excellence or the crescent. 
There are undoubtedly a multitude of reasons for this 
supremacy or the crescent over all other architectonic 
rorms, but a few seem to be or more than ordinary interest. 
Pirst, the enormous popularity of the Royal Crescent from 
the very beginning. Upon its completion, the Circus met 
with a somewhat cool reception, and not a little outright 
1 
sharp criticism. Apparently the mundane, free-wheeling 
society of Bath saw a constriction of elbow-room, a 
closeted world, as it were, in the circular Circus. To 
this Georgian society on all levels, the Circus represented 
merely an adaptation of the old enclosed, firmly-isolated 
London square of the late-17th and 18th century. To these 
people Bath (the Acquae Sulis of Roman times) signified a 
playful resort and not a repetition of secluded city squares 
and hushed privacy. Bot not so with the Crescent. Here was 
an easy form which, with its suppleness and inherently 
supreme adaptability, could be readily substituted for a 
terraced street or building, a form in which Bath society 
could visualize endless possibilities; and, even the 
crescent's parabolic geometry easily symbolized the erratic 
behavior of the spa's cosmopolitan citizens. Secondly, 
many of the unique qualities of the Royal Crescent's form 
were recognized at an early date by both real-estate spec-
tators and private citizens alike. Its magnificent 
curvature along the slopes of the high hills above Bath 
served as a ready incentive to imitate this form. It was 
(80) 
lcf. Sir John Soane 1 s well-known statement relative to 
the Circus, in Lectures on Architecture, ed. A.T. Bolton, 
1929, p. 160. But he had the highest praise for the Crescent. 
not only immensly pleasing aesthetically, but far easier 
to build than a long terrace of town-houses or a country 
estate on the grand scale; and, to the endless satisfaction 
of both aristocracy and speculator, it naturally combined 
street, square, and nature. The spaciousness and Pictur-
esque qualities contained in the Royal Crescent were 
acutely tuned to the living habits of the late-18th century 
English aristocracy, accustomed as it was to wide, sweeping 
lawns before their country abodes. But the Royal Crescent 
went far beyond their expectations, for here was the English 
house encompassing an almost endless expanse of undulating 
greenery, and yet not losing sight of a certain intimacy 
and domestic privacy that was de riguer for the city 
dweller. Hence, the crescent combined the best of both city 
and country living without apparent sacrifice of either; and 
so, it is not surprising that the Crescent took England by 
storm. 
Mid-way between the King's Circus and the river Avon 
runs London Street, the principal artery linking Bath with 
the London road extending northeast out of the city. Along 
the Avon steep bluffs climb up to meet the open fields along 
London Street, while further south the Georgian terrace 
known as Bladud's Buildings (c. 1755) merged into Broad 
Street and the city. It was precisely at this point that 
1 Thomas Warr Atwood, a hitherto wealthy plumber and glazier 
1cf. Colvin, op. cit., P• 49; Ison, op. cit., p. 35. 
(81) 
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who had secured for himself the post of architect to Bath's 
estates and waterworks, decided to erect as a private 
speculation a lengthy terrace, later called Paragon Build-
ings. Work was begun in 1769, and completed in 1771. 2 The 
site is long and tunnel-like, with a prominent curvature 
created by the sharp bow in the lower road, and the buildings 
on the west side of the street. To offset the sharp de-
clivity on the east side facing the Avon, Atwood erected a 
huge sub-structure with vaults, and buttressed by massive 
retaining walls. (Plate XXXV). 
The Paragon stretches majestically for 500 feet along 
the curvature of London Street, a long block consisting of 
21 houses. The style here bears little resemblance to the 
Royal Crescent; instead, Atwood has utilized the more-or-
less standard Bath theme of Wood's Brock Street and Gay 
Street, that is, a three-story elevation with each bay 
uniformly three-windows wide. Each doorway has a trian-
gular pediment supported by Doric pilasters, while the 
middle window of the second story in each bay is again 
capped by a triangular pediment. The end bay of the 
terminal pavilions is set slightly forward of the building 
line, acting as a modified pavilion, while the ground floor 
is resticated, with breaks in the surface from round-
headed arches. Prominent string-courses, cornice, and 
1 Cf. Ison, p. 157. 
fenestration all produce a str0ng horizontal emphasis here, 
thus strengthening the vast sweep of the curving facade. 
Spatially, the Paragon is far removed from the Royal 
Crescent, for it was designed from the very beginning to 
front a similar terrace on the opposite side of the street. 
The vista from the rear apartments, however, is something 
else. The panorama from here must have been breath-taking 
at that time, with its steep descent to the Avon, and an 
uninterrupted wide-angle perspective of the undulating hills 
to the east. It was, in fact, a true bella vista. But of 
infinitely more importance for the future development of 
English cities is the facade along London Street. Here the 
tunnel-like sweep of the vast curve, accentuated by struc-
tural elements of the building, is reminicent of the 
1 dynamic street of Baroque Rome. Although the curvature 
2 here is not overly-pronounced, it was undoubtedly derived 
from the only extant prototype available at that time in 
Britain, the Royal Crescent; and, it is the very first 
instance where a derivative of the Crescent was utilized 
for the articulation of an urban street. In this respect 
the Paragon was to have an outstanding progeny in late-18th 
and 19th century English town planning. That magnificent 
(83) 
lparticularly the Piazza Navona, and the streets feeding 
into the church of San Carlo alle Quattro Fontana, Sant'Ignazio, 
and Santa Haria della Pace. Even the straight Corso contains 
these varied elements. 
2Actually about 3-degrees from the horizontal, while the 
curvature of the Axford's Buildings is even less. 
example of Regency city planning, John Nash's Regent Street 
in London, is in fact a direct descendent of the Paragon 
here in Bath. 
The dynamic effect of the Paragon was considerably 
1 heightened by the lengthening, circa 1771, of the Paragon 
Buildings, with the extended segment being called the 
Axford's buildings. This terrace is slightly convex in 
form, and, combined with the concave Paragon, produces an 
overall undulating facade. This is the first undulating 
uniform street facade seen in England , although the form 
was common from the early 17th century in Rome and else-
where. The rhythmic concave-convex elements, both 
Figure 11. Plan #6 by Robert Adam for the development of 
Bathv.rick . 
physically joined, look ahead to the more-famous Lansdown 
Crescent of John Palmer , although this is not a unified 
street design. 
With the construction of Pulten~ Bridge across the 
lcf. Ison, op. cit., p. 47. 
(84) 
~von in 1770, the hitherto undeveloped land to the east of 
Bath was thrown open to building. In 1777 William Pulteney 
commissioned his friend Robert Adam to submit plans for the 
entire area to be erected on the Bathwick estate. Actually, 
Adam furnished a whole series of designs for the development 
of Bathwick, 1 but only a few need concern us at this point. 
Figure 11 shows the plan which Adam submitted to William 
2 Pulteney in June, 1777. Grand in conception, it has 
obvious roots in some well-known civic improvement schemes 
of an earlier date, particularly those relating to the re-
building of London after the fire of 1666 by Wren and 
Evelyn. (cf. Plate XVI). The key to Adam's plan is 
Pulteney Bridge, for the entire complex is axially related 
to and dependent upon this structure. Beyond the bridge, 
Adam envisioned a vast crescent into which three main 
boulevards feed, each one 120 feet wide.3 The central 
avenue extending from the riverside crescent paraded 
majestically for a distance of almost 1000 feet into a 
vast circus, the circus itself over Boo feet in diameter. 
From the circus six principal streets whould have fanned 
out at regular intervals, acting as the framework (as the 
(85) 
lMost of them are found in Vol. 38 of the Adam drawings, 
now in the Sir John Soane Museum. 
2cf. Ison, op. cit., p. 200; A. T. Bolton, Robert and 
James Adam, 2 vols., London, 1922. 
3cf. p. 19 ff, and Plate X. The river-side crescent 
goes all the way back to Chastillon 1 s project for the Place 
de France along the Seine, designed in 1609. 
1 
circus is the core) of the entire scheme. 
Although Adam's somewhat academic layout for Bathwick 
is firmly anchored in traditional schema, filled as it is 
with a complex pattern of circles, half-circles, octagons, 
and straight lines, there are elements here which are quite 
foreign to these same traditional plans. The broad axis 
uniting the quai-side crescent with the circus relates to 
the Circus-Brock Street-Crescent complex, that is, a special 
interrelationship between three distinct space-forms. This 
not only brings to mind the Circus-Crescent group, but also 
the Nancy complex. However, the crescent in Adam's plan 
is axially related to the other major elements, while in 
Wood's scheme the Crescent is placed at right angles to 
both Brock Street and the Circus. But regardless of the 
obvious deficiencies in Adam's plan, 2 it marks a conscious 
effort to emulate-at least to some degree-the Circus-
Crescent complex of Bath. 
Adam's various designs for the Bathwick estate in-
variably reveal large crescenta placed directly opposite 
let. Plate XII. This is indeed reminiscent of the 
French rend-point, as seen in the Place des Victoires, and 
incorporated into both lfren and Evelyn 1 s plans. It is, of 
course, the genuine star-square which F.rench town planners 
never failed to incorporate in their schemes. 
2one very pronounced defect is the size of the circus. 
The overall area here is almost too large to be perceived as 
a whole, for the floor level is far too great in relation to 
the height of the surrounding structures. Like the later 
Place de L'Etoile, it is actually more like a large cross-
roads for traffic. 
(86) 
Pulteney Bridge, and usually with three streets converging 
upon the bridge. This in essence constituted the design 
1 
submitted to William Pulteney in December, 1782. But an 
alternative plan to the 1777 scheme (Figure 12) reveals a 
feature which was to be repeated on countless occasions in 
the near-future. This is the large elliptical crescent 
placed as a terminal vista and point de vue to Pulteney 
Bridge, and, located in the same position as the Circus in 
Figure 11. Aside from the elliptical colonnade envisioned 
by Evelyn around St. Paul's (Plate XVI), this is the first 
instance where an elliptical crescent was utilized in 
I 
Figure 12. Alternate Plan #7 by Robert Adam for Bathwick. 
( 87) 
English town planning. The crescent here is undoubtedly a 
compromise between the 1-/ood Circus and Crescent, and possibly 
1 Cf. Ison, op. cit., p. 200. This same plan includes two 
large ranges of terraces built up on basement wharfs along the 
river-front. Now this is the basic theme of the later Adelphi 
in London; and, it seems to this writer to be based in some 
measure upon the river-front structures in Bath, such as 
Atwood's Paragon, and some of the various Parades. 
the rend-point; and, despite the academic limitations of 
Adam's plan in ·general, the theme of the elliptical crescent 
forming an integral part of the civic complex was to have 
profound results at a later period. 
Unfortunately, Adam's ambitious scheme for the creation 
of an entirely new city across the Avon from Bath was never 
1 
carried out. In 1788, Henrietta Laura, the daughter of 
William Pulteney, began granting building leases for a 99-
year period. Various speculators had a hand in the Bath-
wick estate project, but the guiding plan was that by the 
architect Thomas Baldwin. The dominant theme is that of a 
(88) 
broad avenue extending eastward from Pulteney Bridge, with 
two diamond-shaped squares placed at either end. (Figure 13). 
Figure 13. Bath-vJick New Town As Executed. 
1Although certain elements were incorporated into 
Baldwin's Bathwick, such as the octagonal Laura Place. 
(89) 
1 This system of grouped-squares here at Bathwick is indeed 
effective; and, the spectator is usually impressed with the 
immense size of the whole scheme, particularly the un-
completed Sydney Gardens (A), the great width of Great 
2 Pulteney Street (B), and, to a lesser extent, the small 
Laura Place (C). But in the main Baldwin's plan is pain-
fully academic and forced. Even before a single foundation-
stone was laid, the entire area was artificially leveled, 
thus destroying all natural contours and any vague resem-
blanca to the undulating slopes of Bath. The long, rigidly-
controlled perspective connected by the two closed space-
forms at either end is essentially a 17th century classi-
cistic system, reminiscent not only of the Italian garden, 
but of Versailles with its endless succession of rend-
points. As it stands, Bathwick is a pleasing example of 
rigidly classicistic space-forms, but bearing no relation-
ship to the natural, free-flowing spatial concepts then 
being realized in Bath. 
The first completely successful scheme based entirely 
on that which was first inaugurated at the Royal Crescent 
lNote the effectiveness of grouped-squares such as the 
Forum Romanum at Rome (not all of which are axially related), 
and the Nancy complex, where three distinct space-forms are 
axially bisected by the principal street. 
2The 120-foot width of Great Pulteney Street is pro-
bably derived from Adam's plan, where all the principal 
streets are also this width. 
began in 1788, when John Eveleigh broke ground for the 
1 Camden Crescent. (Plate XXXVI). The site was wisely-
chosen on Beacon Hill, an undeveloped area located to the 
northeast of the Circus and commanding a magnificent vista 
of the Avon valley and Bathwick. The original plan called 
for a long, fairly shallow (in this it is reminiscent of 
the Paragon Buildings) crescent of 22 bays, with flanking 
wings of five bays each. However, owing to a landslide 
caused by the declivitous slope, the right wing and a 
portion of the center crescent was never completed; thus, 
as we see Camden Crescent today, it consists of a center 
crescent of 18 bays, with a flanking left wing of 5 bays. 
The elevation of Camden Crescent reveals a style that 
(90) 
is still frankly Palladian, and directly derived from Wood's 
Royal Crescent. The leitmotif of the crescent proper is the 
colossal order, Corinthian pilasters in this case, raised 
upon a tall podium, with center and both end pavilions 
utilizing 3/4 engaged Corinthian columns set upon a 
rusticated arched podium. On the second-story level of 
each bay, the three windows are stepped up towards the 
center pavilion in order to offset the rise in ground level. 
Both the center bay and the end pavilions of the crescent 
are articulated by 3/4 engaged columns, the pavilions sur-
mounted by a modillion cornice and an open balustrade, 
while the center bay has a crowning pediment; and, in both 
1cf. Ison, ~o~P~·~c~i~t., p. 162 ff. 
(91) 
these motifs the source is undoubtedly the Royal Crescent. 
The flanking left wing is on a lower elevation than the 
crescent proper, hence, Eveleigh was more or less compelled 
to step-up the houses along this segment to the party wall 
of the end pavilion. Stylistically, this wing is completely 
unrelated to the adjacent crescent, for the facade is plain 
except for the lower string-course and the repetition of the 
three windows on each level. 
Even in its fragmentary state, Eveleigh's Camden 
Crescent is an impressive structure. Sited high up on Beacon 
Hill, at an even greater elevation than the corresponding 
Royal Crescent, it commands a magnificent panorama to the 
east. Like the Royal Crescent, an undulating lawn advances 
outward from the crescent without interruption for about 
240 feet, when it finally comes to a halt before a row of 
terraced houses. However, these terraces are situated at 
such a lower level that they don't interfere with the 
perspective from the crescent, merely creating their own 
perspective. In fact, the location is similar to both the 
Royal Crescent and the Pergamum acropolis, that is, amphi-
theatrical with its accompanying bella vista and wide-angle 
perspective. 
Aside from its somewhat obvious qualities inherent in 
an amphitheatrical setting, Camden Crescent must be judged 
solely on its merits as an effective unit in urban design. 
Even in 1788 its strict Palladianism was somewhat outmoded, 
(92) 
but what it lacks in style it more than makes up for in 
plan and location. As town planning, Camden Crescent re-
peats the theme originally set down by Wood's Royal 
Crescent, that is, of independent solids removed from the 
urban center proper, but retaining a visible relationship 
with and fixed reference to that same center. In the case 
of the Circus, which is also an independent solid, its only 
link with the urban center was through Gay Street, but due 
to its closed space-form, it retains no visible connection 
with the urban center. The Royal Crescent's connection with 
the Bath civic center was via Brock Street, and its facing 
spatial unit which served to unite it both physically and 
visually with the urban complex at a lower level. In the 
case of Camden Crescent, its flanking wing located on a 
lower level provided the necessary link-albeit somewhat 
awkwardly-with Bath through its position near the inter-
section of Broad Street and Lansdown Road. Again like the 
Royal Crescent, the 350 foot horizontal axis of the center 
crescent not only defines a free, expanding-type space-form 
of its own, but it also serves as a fixed reference point 
and connecting link to the urban space complex, and the ill-
defined space of the countryside. Although its space-form 
might well lack the expansive spaciousness and general 
Picturesque qualities of the Royal Crescent, it nevertheless 
remains as one of the more successful applications of an 
urban crescent form; and, as an architectonic unit embracing 
(93) 
both free and urban space without sacrificing the advantages 
of either, it was rarely surpassed at a later date. 
Easily the most famous crescent in Bath after the Royal 
Crescent is Lansdown Crescent, designed by the prominent 
Bath architect, John Palmer.l (Plates XXXVII and XXXVIII). 
The site chosen was on the southeast slope of Lansdown, 
located about 2000 feet directly north of the Royal Crescent, 
and at a considerably higher elevation. Ground was broken 
in 1789, and the last house was finally completed by 1793. 
Now what is most unusual here is the serpentine form of 
Lansdown Crescent, not the usual semi-ellipsoid, but a 
remarkable throw-back to the Baroque with its sequence of 
convex-concave-convex units. All together, the undulating 
ensemble extends almost 1300 feet along the slopes of 
Lansdown, the concave center alone being 600 feet in length. 
Although the form of the deep center crescent here un-
questionably derives from the semi-ellipsoid Royal Crescent, 
particularly with its degree of concavity, the flanking 
convex segments had no precedent in the repetoire of the 
Woods. The only possible prototype for this undulation 
seems to have been Atwood's Paragon Buildings, 2 where the 
long, gentle concave segment is linked to a shorter convex 
lcr. Ison, op. cit., p. 169 ff; Green, op. cit., p. 78. 
Like Baldwin and Eveleigh, Palmer had an active role in many 
of Bath's building enterprises during this epoch. 
2cr. p. so ff. 
segment, although it must be admitted that the degree of 
concavity in the Paragon Buildings is very slight, in sharp 
contrast with the great depth attained at the Lansdown 
segments, We have even seen 1 where Eveleigh in the Camden 
Crescent used framing wings, although they were physically 
2 joined to the crescent. In any case, it was only a short 
step form this system of straight framing wings to Palmer's 
use of detached undulating wings, but a step of major 
significance in the evolution of the crescent, 
(94) 
The center crescent here consists of 20 bays, with four 
occupying the center unit, and eight on each wing, The 
ground-story is rusticated throughout, with doorway and 
paired windows achieving an a-bb-a rhythm, similar to that 
of the Circus and Royal Crescent. Above the rusticated 
ground-floor3 an unusually wide string-course breaks in to 
mark the transition to the first story level, Here, and on 
the second-story, the bays are three-windows wide, each bay 
divided by a wide sill, In place of the usual plain string-
course, Palmer made use above the first-story of an unusual 
motif, a guilloche moulding running the full length of the 
crescent, broken only by the center group, The second-story 
windows are placed high up along the front, almost merging 
lcf. p. 88 ff. 
2~. p. 88 ff. 
3Prominent keystones on the ground-story windows and 
doorways are dyed into this same string-course, 
with the unadorned frieze and modillioned cornice, while 
above this rises an open balustrade. 
It can be seen from the above description that the 
central crescent in Palmer's group is remarkable mainly for 
its extensive areas of plain surface, excepting possibly 
the strange guilloche moulding. But the elevation of the 
central group is something else, for here the unit is set 
foreward from the general building line, while the basement 
is still further advanced to act as a giant plinth for the 
four colossal Ionic pilasters rising above. These plain-
shafted pilasters rise up on moulded plinths placed directly 
upon the rusticated basement through both levels to an un-
adorned frieze, which is capped in turn by a large segmental 
pediment. The center intercolumniation here is double the 
width of the flank intercolumniation; and, also within the 
center intercolumniation, a somewhat awkward Venetian 
window is injected on the first-floor level with the 
guilloche moulding carried around the arched opening. 
Like the pedimented center,unit, the pavilions at both 
ends of the center crescent are set forward from the main 
building line, and, with two major exceptions, the wall 
articulation is the same here as on the remainder of the 
crescent. Now in place of the three-window bay, we find a 
bay of five windows on each level. This departure from the 
normal fenestration here is due to the prominent segmental 
bows Palmer has inserted in the center of each end pavilion, 
(95) 
(96) 
with three windows articulating the bow on each level. And, 
although the guilloche moulding is carried around the central 
bow, the basement string-course of the crescent is arbitrarily 
terminated at the pavilion juncture. 
With the building of Lansdown Crescent we enter a 
period in the architectural history of Bath which can be class-
ified as frankly and unabashedly eclectic, and, at times, 
even manneristic. Following upon the heels of the mature 
gravity and classical balance seen in the style of the 
Woods, and even in the work of minor artists like Eveleigh 
and Baldwin, a break-up in this system of Palladian harmony 
is discernible in the diverse styles of their followers. Of 
course, this epoch of the fin-de-siecle also coincided with 
a general dissavowal of Palladian concepts, with the sup-
planting of that style with a unique blend of the classical, 
the Rococo, the Adamitic, the Gothic, and, strangely a re-
juvenated Palladianism. Artistic style in this nebulous 
dawn of the Regency era was, in fact, an unsuccessful 
amalgamation of many elements; and, regardless of how many 
revivals of past styles came into being, each phase 
witnessed the negation of some of the most basic principles 
of classical Palladianism and the Renaissance system in 
general. Palmer's Lansdown Crescent vividly illustrates 
this new hybrid style. The rusticated basement with its 
geometrical wall articulation is purely Palladian, but here 
Renaissance logic and arithmetical proportion come to an end. 
(97) 
The window and portal keystones are strangely dyed right 
into the string-course; and, the width of the string-course 
itself is out of all proportion to the first-floor plat 
band. Distortions and inconsistancies between normally 
logically related elements are endless here. For example, 
the sill separating the first-floor windows is considerably 
larger than its corresponding unit on the top floor, while 
the first-floor windows rest on a continuous sill, and those 
of the second level are set on separate strips. The center 
pedimented group of the crescent is interesting. Thin 
pilaster strips rise up from the rusticated basement to meet 
architrave and pediment, but they are widely-spaced, with 
the center intercolumniation double that of the flanks. And, 
set strangely in the middle is an inconspicuous Venetian 
window, adding a discordant note to the general theme here. 
There seems to be no predominant accent to this group, for 
the thin, wiry pilasters fail to provide the necessary 
emphasis for a monumental palace facade. These inconsist-
encies are even noticeable in the wing pavilions, for the 
segmental bows are placed only a single bay from the 
crescent angles, introducing a certain discordancy into the 
otherwise flat surface of the endless crescent; and, 
although the bow itself both heralds and characterizes the 
Regency style, its introduction here is an otherwise con-
1 
tradiction of the prevailing theme. 
Of far greater importance for our discussion at hand 
are the aesthetic and spatial qualities revealed in an ex-
(98) 
amination of Lansdown Crescent, for, notwithstanding certain 
manneristic traits, it remains, along with the Royal Crescent, 
a supreme example of the free space-form coupled with the 
bella vista; and, regardless of the criticism voiced by 
some authorities, 2 it has never been surpassed. However, 
the make-up and spatial penetration differ in two principal 
ways. These are, (1), the organic form of the crescent; and, 
(2), the site itself. Lansdown Crescent winds along the 
southeast slopes of Lansdown for a distance of almost 1300 
feet, making it by far the longest crescent unit in Bath. 
Now what is surprisingly unique here is the tripartite 
nature of the group, that is, three separate convex-concave-
convex elements. The convex east wing is entirely free of 
the center unit, but the convex west wing is connected to 
the crescent by a low bridge which is set well back from 
the main building line. A factor which must not be over-
looked here is the marvelous flexibility and organic un-
dulation of Lansdown. The undulating facades of 17th and 
18th century sacred architecture in Italy, Austria, Bohemia 
lThe north and south sides of St. James's Square (1790-
93), also designed by Palmer, also illustrate many of these 
same mannerisms, even to the style of the central pedimented 
group, and the inclusion of the segmental bows at both ends. 
2cf. N. Pevsner, North Somerset and Bristol The 
Buildings of England, Penguin Books, London, 195~, p. 132. 
and South Germany was commonplace, but it was an undulation 
of the facade and interior only, while side and rear walls 
were rarely set to motion, merely serving as static 
members of the structure. In Palmer's crescent, on the 
other hand, the entire form is put in movement, bending 
and twisting with every change in contour of the slopes. 
Even the structural separations of the east and west wings 
do not seriously detract from its overall effectiveness as 
an undulating corpus. The spectator standing at either end, 
or far down on the forward slope, is hardly conscious of 
these pauses, for the great length and contour of the ser-
pentine form wipes out any inherent defects these struc-
tural pauses may possess. 
(99) 
But as the controlling force in a free space-form, 
Lansdown Crescent is not lacking in some serious limitations, 
which brings us to a discussion of the site itself. The 
crescent is located directly to the north of the Royal 
Crescent, at a distance ranging from 1700 to approximately 
2000 feet; and, at a considerably higher elevation. Figure 
14 shows its orientation in relation to the Royal Crescent, 
and its relative elevation. Considering the great distance 
between the two crescents, and the violent difference in 
floor level, they are ne~rly parallel. However, the floor 
level even at the crescent fluctuates from a somewhat flat 
surface along the center and east wing to a rapidly-descend-
ing slope on the west wing, with the result that the west 
(100) 
wing of Lansdown is considerably lower than the main unit. 
Now this is in marked contrast to the Royal Crescent, or 
even Camden Crescent, where the floor level of the structure 
is even along its entire length. In Wood's group, the 
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Figure 14. Lansdown Crescent and its relationship to the 
Royal Crescent, Bath. A.,represents the Royal Crescent, 
B., Lansdown Crescent, and c., the Avon valley. 
transition from an even floor level bounded by the crescent's 
horizontal axis to an undulating floor level in its projected 
void is smooth and uninterrupted. Lansdown Crescent, on the 
other hand, reveals a fluctuating floor level both at the 
structure bounded by each of its horizontal axes, and in its 
projected voids. This fluctuation in floor level no doubt 
enhances the aesthe,tic appeal of Lansdown Crescent, and may 
even exceed the Royal Crescent in its approach to archi-
tecture cum nature, moulded as it is into the heights 
above Bath; but it nevertheless reduces the overall effec-
tiveness of the crescent complex as a single free space-
form. In Figure 14, we have shown the various perspectives 
from each segment of the crescent. In the center crescent, 
the vista produces a wide-angle of vision similar to that 
seen at the Royal Crescent, a phenomenon created by the 
crescent's organic form and its surrounding topographical 
structures. However, the two flanking convex wings create 
perspectives which intersect the center segment. On the 
lower west wing, however, because of the drop in contour, 
dead spaces or depressed areas are produced which are not 
(101) 
in the line of vision from the west wing and from the center 
unit. The spectators vision from the convex west wing is 
blocked on one side by the higher elevation of the central 
unit. Hence, there remains little or no spatial connection 
between these two segments at Lansdown. Where the east wing 
and center segment here interconnect visually and spatially, 
the west segment remains divorced from the remaining segments. 
What results then are two distinct space-forma, the center 
crescent and east wing forming one space-form, and the dis-
jointed west segment constituting still another space-form. 
Its limitations notwithstanding, Lansdown Crescent is 
effective town planning just as certainly as its more-
famous predecessor, the Royal Crescent; and, is equally 
etfectlve in its space-defining characteristics. Sited 
high up on the Bath hills, it commands a powerful three-
dimensional vista of the open slopes and the distant town 
of Bath. Yet, just as surel7 as the Ro7&l Crescent, its 
form, coupled with an amphitheatric sett1ng, 1 firml7 closes 
the gap between urban and count~ space, a stationary unit 
marking the reference point between city and nature, 7et an 
organic part of both. Again like the Royal Crescent and 
Camden Crescent, it retains a single physical connection 
w1 th urban space, aside tro111 its own spatial individual! t7. 
As Brock Street acted as the Ro7al Crescent's supplement&~ 
contact with urban space, so Lansdown Road assumes the 
identical role at Lansdown Crescent, 2 a supplementary 
connection with the east wing term1nal.3 
(102) 
The impressiveness ot Lansdown Crescent as a tree space-
form was vastl7 improved when, in 1790, John Eveleigh, the 
architect of Camden Crescent, decided to erect still another 
lLavedan, op. oit., P• 461, also likens Lansdown to the 
theatre of antiquit7: "c•est a nouveau le theatre antique, 
mais la pente est plus roide et la vue, cette feis, embrasse 
toute la ville." 
2Park Street has a quasi-ph7sical connection, extending 
fro111 st. James's Square on the south to Somerset Place, but 
it was only be~ •· 1790 and not completed until the earl7 
19th centu~. 
3aowever, these connecting links at both Lansdown and 
Camden Crescenta are meandering thoroughfares, entirel7 
lacking the decisive approach ot Brock Street to the Ro7al 
Crescent. 
erescent immediatel~ to the west or Lansdown Crescent.1 
Somerset Place, as the crescent came to be called, possibl~ 
began as a group or houses, with Eveleigh merel~ extending 
(103) 
a terrace on either side or this group to form the eventual 
Somerset Place.2 At an~ rate, construction was brought to a 
halt during the economic depression or the late-1790's, with 
the result that some or the houses here were not oomplete4 
until c. 1820. (Plate XXXIX). 
The concave Somerset Place consists of a powerfUl 
center group dominating the entire crescent, with simplv-
treated wings punctuated b~ slightl~-prcjecting terminal 
pavilions. The large six-ba~ pedimente4 unit comprising 
the center unit here deserves our attention because, like 
many or the features or Lansdown, its mannered aspect 
strikes a discordant note in the relativel~ oalm architec-
tural climate or Georgian Bath. The elevation of the center 
unit consists of two houses combined, with each house three-
ba~s in width,3 and three stories high. St~listically, the 
basement otters some unusual features. Paired rectangQlar 
lor. Ison, op. cit., p. 172 tt. 
2rbi4, p. 172 tt. cr. also the engraving made from the 
William Watts drawing, called "Crescent and Lansdown," c.l793. 
~he center group or Somerset Place was destroyed by 
flying boMbs in 19~2 during one or the 'Baedeker raids', but 
the facade was left perfeetl~ intaet. 
windows without arehitraves but carrying triple-keystones 
flank a pair of center doors. The rectangular doorways are 
framed by Gibbs surrounds and a keystone, the latter b•tng 
carved in an icicle-work mask motif that gives it a gar-
goylish, almost grotes~e appearance, while framing the key-
stones and flat architraves is a rising cornice with molded 
consoles. Above the string-course the fenestration is quite 
similar to that of the basement, althougn here the windows 
carry plain friezes and cornices and not keystones. Dis-
oordanee is again introduced in the center facade between 
the tall windows with a triangular pediment linking the 
flanking windows, while below a plain, arched exedra is 
inserted, s~eezed in between the windows. The tympanum 
of the pediment is interrupted in the center by ribboned 
festoons and garlands, which are linked from the cornices of 
the adjacent windows. On the second-story the windows are 
plain and without architraves, while the otherwise plain 
wall surface is strangely broken by a garland or husks and 
paterae. Aside from the basement, perhaps the most unusual 
features ot Somerset Place are found in the huge pediment 
surmounting the entire center unit. It is of segmental 
form, but broken in the center by reverse curves which unite 
again to form the base of a soulptured vase. Extending 
almost the full length or the tympanum is a large band of 
festooned drapery looped over paterae. The modillioned 
oorniee of the main entablature is oarr1ed rignt around the 
segmental pediment until it breaks in the middle. IndiT1d-
(104) 
' 
' 
I 
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ually, many of these motifs could be found on buildings 
of an earlier period in Bath, but the unit as a whole was 
without stylistic precedent not only in Bath but in England; 1 
this short-lived manneristic interlude in the architecture 
ot Bath must have found inspiration in Continental proto-
2 
types. 
MUch of the interest of Somerset Place lies in ita 
relationship to Lansdown Crescent, for its concave form is 
axially on line with the latter complex, and it logically 
continues the convex-concave-convex-concave rhythm ot the 
Lansdown complex.· While its concavity is not so pronounced 
as the center unit of Lansdown, it does retain approximately 
the same degree of concavity as the latter's flanking wings. 
Like the west wing of Lansdown Crescent, Somerset Place slopes 
away on its east-west axis from the higher elevation of the 
center crescent of Lansdown. In tact, it is located in what 
could be considered a combe or small vale in relationship to 
the remainder of Lansdown; and, as such forms its own spatial 
lsuch as the keystone carvings on the Rosewell House and 
Widcombe Manor House; the Gibbs surrounds found on the door-
way of Wood the Younger's house at No. 41 Gay Street. 
2well-known manneristic buildings such as Raphael's 
Palazzo Dell' Aquila (c.l$15), and the Palazzo Spada (c. 1545-
50), both in Rome, have similar themes, but it must be 
stressed that Eveleigh's mannerism is restrained when com-
pared to the overloaded relief and decorative aspect of these 
Italian examples. But Vasari's famous criticism of Antonio 
da Sangallo 1 s model tor St. Peter's (II, p. 98) could well 
apply here at Somerset Place. 
unit. From an air-view or from certain directions on the 
ground, Somerset Place appears to be an integral part of 
Lansdown, but a contemporary resident looking out to the 
south would have seen very little of the latter group, and 
that much observed would be on a considerably higher level. 
The only tangible connection it retains to Lansdown is in a 
subtle continuation of its undulating segments in a west-
ward march towards the Bath High Common, and no more. 
(106) 
Eveleigh's Somerset Place logically follows in the 
tradition of the Royal Crescent, Camden Crescent, and 
Lansdown Crescent, that is, a flexible solid whose aesthetic 
and spatial effects depend upon its dramatic location upon 
prominent positions; in fact, all these crescents are delib-
erately sited upon hills, either on the summit (as at Camden 
Crescent) or on the forward slope (Royal, Lansdown, Somerset). 
In each case they are notable for the presence of strongly-
marked perspective effects; and, their spatial forms are 
either defined or suggested three-dimentionally by non-
architectonic elements, that is, by natural topographical 
landmarks such as valleys, ridges, bodies of water, woods, 
roads, and other elements. Without exception, the sides of 
the vista or frames of these crescents are arranged in 
diTerging lines, resulting in an open perspective which 
expands to a final climax in the distance. Subsequent build-
ing and urban expansion has made it difficult-in some cases-
for the modern observer to fully realize the unique spatial 
reeling achieved here in the Bath crescents in their re-
lating single solid to unlimited void, but we must not for-
get that in the 18th and much of the 19th century these 
crescents were all laid out in open country, but within 
visual distance or an urban center. It is testimony to 
the genius or their designers that they did not become 
(107) 
mere isolated structures, unattached to both their natural 
surroundings and their urban neighbor as was the fashion of 
contemporary estate building, but functional living-quarters 
united to the urban community, yet retaining spatial and 
aesthetic qualities all their own. 
With the completion of Lansdown Crescent and Somerset 
Place in the early 17901 s, the great period or crescent 
building virtually comes to a close in Bath. What follows, 
is, to a large extent, anticlimactic. The severe economic 
depression of the late 1790's made itself particularly hard-
felt upon building activity, resulting not only in an almost 
complete cessation of building, but the bankruptcy or scores 
of architects, builders, and land speculators. When normality 
was again reached shortly after 1800, an entirely new epoch 
was ushered in, one which placed infinitely different values 
upon architectural styles and town planning alike. Although 
the building boom in Bath continued with renewed vigor until 
at least 1820, it was now of a different order. This period 
of the Regency not only witnessed a tremendous recrudesence 
or various 'revivals', but brought about revolutionary 
I 
(108) 
changes in basic design. It is the era par excellance ot 
the semi-detached and detached villa, the wrought-iron 
balcony and veranda, the bowed trent complete with canopies 
and trellised awnings. The order ot the day was now one ot 
intimacy and charm, with particular stress placed upon the 
small-scale in all things. A certain Baroque power and 
magniloquence which characterized the 18th century, eTen in 
its most sedately classical moments, was conspicuously miss-
ing in the Regency era. 
Many of these Regency characteristics are viTidly 
observed in the few crescents built in Bath during this period. 
As individual architectonic units they are possessed with 
infinite charm and endless surprise, and certainly deserve 
more space than we are able to devote to them in this study. 
But as key elements in civic design, in the shaping of urban 
and natural space, they fall tar short of their 18th century 
predecessors. They do, in tact, tend to reject the city 
entirely, and to become a part ot that exodus to the suburbs 
which became so characteristic of the Regency era. No longer 
does the crescent link by Tisual and physical means urban 
and rural space, but becomes a typical characteristic of 
either town and country, while at the same time losing its 
spatial and aesthetic characteristics. To be sure, the 
Regency witnessed a concerted effort to break down the pre-
Tious barriers between town and country, resulting in the 
•rua in urbe 1 movement, but the freedom and expensiveness of 
the earlier crescent-complexes was now missing. Along with 
the general break-away during this era from the uniform 
street and terrace to the semi-detached villa and cottage 
ornee, the crescents were turned into small-scale, villa-
like structures, lacking all spatial characteristics of the 
18th century prototypes. 
Although these varied and complex characteristics of 
(109) 
the Regency crescent and town are treated more extensively 
in later pages, some of them can be seen in the later 
crescents of Bath. Eorfolk Orescent (Plate XL) is a oase in 
point. Begun in the mid-1790 1s, it was not completed until 
1810; and, although the name or its designer is not recorded, 
the style would seem to suggest John. Palmer.1 This small 
crescent consists of nineteen houses, with an elevation in 
four stories. The basement is rusticated, while the three 
remaining stories are articulated by plain windows without 
architraves, giving the appearance of mere openings punched 
into the plain wall surface. On the first floor level, the 
houses have stone balconies with wrought-iron railings, a 
typical Regenoy motif. Aside from the rusticated basement, 
the only vestige of the 18th century classicism here is in 
the center and end bays, where they are projected slightly 
forward of the main building line, and articulated by 
colossal Ionic pilasters, while the center group is sur-
mounted by a triangular pediment strangely placed high 
let. Ison, op. cit., P• 175 tt. 
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above the architrave and the intervening top-story windows. 
An examination of Norfolk Creseent finds it seriously 
wanting in the spatial treedom and aesthetic flexibility so 
characteristic of its predecessors. In Figure 15, revealing 
its relationship to Bath and the other crescents, it can be 
seen that Norfolk Crescent is located at right angles to 
the Avon river and, that its left wing is actually joined 
to the river. Now when Norfolk Crescent was completed 
this area was still open country, thus, it marked the ex-
treme limit of urban expansion in a southwesterly direction, 
Figure 15. Bath, showing Norfolk Crescent and ita relation-
ship to the Circus-Royal Crescent complex, Camden Crescent, 
and the Lansdown-Somerset complex. 
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in the same way that Camden Crescent defined the northeast 
boundary, and the Lansdown-Somerset complex defined the 
northern boundary of Bath. However, all of the crescents 
seen in Figure 15 are located upon high ground, prominently 
sited and facing the lower town, and at the same time embrac-
ing a space-form which was an integral part of the urban 
complex. Norfolk Crescent, on the other hand, is not onl~ 
situated along the depression of the Avon valley, hidden 
from the view of a large segment of the town, but seeu to 
turn its back on the town in frank disavowal, for it faces 
away from Bath and along the river. In effect, the crescent 
completely rejects the urban complex. Not only is this an 
aboutface from the practice of earlier crescents, but it 
seems to indicate the growing tendency in the Regency 
period to break away from the city, or rather for the ex-
pansion ot city lite out into the country. This is a 
reversal ot the earlier system, where the country was brought 
into the city: now the city is introduced to the country. 
And so, we have not only a 'rus in urbe' movement, but an 
1urbe in rus•, typified b~ the rapid rural expansion ot the 
crescent, the semi-detached villa, and the cottage ornee: 
and, at least as far as the crescents are concerned, common 
1 to both city and town of a later date. 
lsuch as at Brighton, Cheltenham, London, and 
Edinburgh. 
We have seen that Norfolk Crescent represents a 
distinct reversal of the system of earlier crescents, that 
is, a flexible space-form which has been turned away from 
its urban connection and introduced into the country. Now, 
upon examination of this new crescent space-form, we dis-
cover that it has also rejected many of the basic elements 
of earlier crescent space-forms. In the case of Norfolk 
Crescent, a lateral alignment with the Avon river serves to 
destroy or at least seriously impair its natural diverging 
vista, 1 for the elevation is not only very low here, but 
the meandering river valley actually forms a cul-de-sac to 
the diverging perspective. Instead of the majestic bella 
vista which was aesthetically so essential to earlier 
crescents such as the Royal Crescent, Camden, and the 
Lansdown-Somerset complex, we now have a restricted view 
encompassing a flat rinr valley. No doubt Norfolk 
Crescent creates its own spatial void, but it is no longer 
accompanied by the panoramic, free vista of the above-
mentioned crescents. Not only is the actual space-form 
considerably smaller and more restricted, but it is 
occupied, from its very inception, by either temporary or 
permanent objects. In the case of Norfolk Crescent a tri-
(112) 
lwood the Elder's North and South Parade (his 'Imperial 
FOrum') is similarly aligned at right angles to the Avon, 
but the spatial intentions are completely different. 
angular-shaped park was laid out immediately in front of 
the crescent,1 thus imposing a permanent restriction upon 
its space-form. 
(113) 
The style and location of Widcombe Crescent is again 
reminiscent of Norfolk Crescent. Located southeast of the 
Avon valley, it was erected c. 1805, possibly by Thomas 
Baldwin. 2 The crescent is very small, smaller even than 
Norfolk Crescent, consisting of only fourteen houses, and, 
generally reflecting the Regency emphasis upon the small-
scale. The style reveals a three-storied elevation, con-
taining a basement with delicately-worked arched doorways, 
trefoil in form with ribboned festoons decorating the center 
lunette. The fenestration of the second and third stories 
is similar, consisting of tall, plain three-light windows 
flanked by single windows, While the main cornice is crowned 
by an open balustrade. IndiYidual motifs and a general 
refinement of detail would mark the style here as of the 
Regency, but if the observer looks around to the west side 
he would see the Regency enthroned in all ita glorious 
, lPlans originally called for a street (Surrey Street) 
to enter at right-angles to the crescent, but this was soon 
abandoned in fayor of the informal park. ct. Ison, op. cit., 
p. 175 tf. 
2cf. Ison, P• 176 ff. But this assumption is largely 
based on the knowledge that Baldwin was the principal 
architect of Bathwick. Its late date and style would seem 
to be closer to the work of John Pinch, who was also· very 
active at this time ln Bathwick. 
complexity. All vestiges or Georgian classicism have 
vanished. Along with the tall, narrow windows, the moulded 
cornice, the flat arched doorways, Baldwin (or Pinch) 
introduced the hooded wrought-iron veranda of delicate, 
overly-complex latticework. The whole ensemble heralds the 
eclectic period or post-Waterloo times. 
(114) 
Widcombe Crescent lies upon gently-swelling ground 
southeast or Bath and across the Avon river. As we discover 
in Fi~re 16, the tiny crescent is placed at right-angles to 
the Avon, in an alignment similar to that of Norfolk Crescent 
further to the west. Again, the crescent is not facing the 
city but is turned about and opened up toward the country-
side to the south of the Bathwick estate. Hence, once again 
we find a crescent which has served all spatial connections 
with the urban complex. Standing free as it does or all man-
made obstructions, it even fails to provide a secondary link 
with the civic scene, such as a street or a group of build-
ings. It has, in fact, all the spatial earmarks of the 
Regency villa or cottage isolated from its surroundings, 
and forming a small spatial island removed from any urban 
contacts. 
Even the location of Widcombe Crescent rejects the 
system of the earlier crescent. To be sure, it is placed 
upon a higher elevation than was discernible at Norfolk 
Crescent, but now the curvature or the crescent opens into 
a sharply-ascending topography. In place or an undulating 
slope or level frontage we find a series or rising hills 
beginning almost at the horizontal axis of the crescent. 
with the result that a wide-angle vista is impossible to 
Figure 16. Widcombe Crescent and its relationship to Bath. 
obtain here. As at Norfolk Crescent, the penetrated 
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spatial void is broken up by near-by topographical features. 
resulting in a series of small, uneven space-forms, but 
destroying the possibility of an open, free space-form. 
Not only natural topography but architecture also work 
to destroy spatial freedom here at Widcombe Crescent. 
Widcombe Terrace was built at the same time as the crescent, 
a small, six-bay terrace of rectangular form located parallel 
to the eastern terminal pavilion of the crescent, and, in 
tact abutting it at this end. The vista from the last two 
bays on the east wing of the crescent is blocked by the 
terrace, and, is impaired in the adjacent bay.. With this 
terrace built aside of the crescent, it seems certain that 
spatial effects similar to that achieved in other crescents 
were never considered here. 
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If Norfolk and Widcombe Crescents failed to live up to 
the lofty standards of their 18th century predecessors, at 
least regarding the relationship or a tree space-form to the 
urban scene, the very last crescent built in Bath continued 
to some extent that earlier tradition. We speak of 
Cavendish Crescent, begun about 1817 by John Pinch.1 (Plate 
XLI). It is not only the last in a long series of crescents 
which can be traced back to the Royal Crescent, but it is 
by all odds the smallest representative of this form, con-
sisting of only eleven houses with a horizontal axis or 
2 230 feet. The elevation is in four stories, the lietmotit 
being a veritable forest ot tall Regency windows (eleven 
to each bay) and a strong horizontal articulation created 
by pronounced string-courses and the moulded cornice so 
suggestive or the age. The arched doorways have Gibbs 
surrounds, while the first-floor windows contain segmental 
let. Ison, op. cit., p. 180 tt. 
2compared to the 650-toot horizontal axis of the Royal 
Crescent, measured from the pavilion terminals. Even the 
comparatively-small Widcombe Crescent has a 275-foot axis. 
wrought-iron balconies, although rudely interrupted in one 
b~y ~r a prominent hooded trelliced veranda. Due to the 
nature ot the site, there is a subtle rise in floor level 
from the end bays towards the center. 
(117) 
Pinch's crescent is magnificently located upon the steep 
slope of Lansdown, about 240 teet at its nearest point south 
ot the nearly-parallel Somerset Place; however, due to the 
declivitous nature ot the terrain, it does not interfere 
with the space-form created by Somerset Place. Unlike 
Norfolk and Widcombe Crescents, Cavendish Crescent faces at 
least a segment of the lower civic complex; and, with its 
locus logically related to both the Somerset-Lansdown complex 
and the Royal Crescent, it retains both a visual and physical 
connection with the Bath scene. Not only does it form a 
spatial part of the urban complex but, with its lofty 
location, it eminently fulfills that bella vista quality 
inherent in the vast majority of the Bath crescenta. The 
wide-angle vista encompasses both a segment ot the lower 
slopes towards the Royal Crescent, and a large part of the 
rising hills to the west ot Bath known as the Bath High 
Common. And, its quadrant form built securely into the 
Lansdown hillside is just as reminiscent ot the Greek 
theatre as the Royal-Lanadown groups.1 
lThe various structures built at an earlier date to the 
south of Cavendish Crescent, such as Pinch's many semi-de-
tached villas, Cavendish Place, and St. James's Square, are 
located at a considerably lower elevation, and do not in any 
way interfere with the visual spatial penetration of Cavendish 
Crescent. 
Cavendish Crescent creates its own spatial system in 
the same manner as the previously-discussed crescents, that 
is, a single architectonic soltd forming the base side or a 
three-dimensional void, with the three remaining sides sug-
gested or defined by distinct topographical features. As a 
result, spatial form and spatial extention are clearly 
' 
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comprehensible. However, we find here an inherent weakness 
which was missing in the earlier crescents, an element 
absolutely essential to all architectonic forms and space-
units. We speak or scale, or rather, in Cavendish Crescent, 
a lack or correct scale. Now scale here might be defined as 
the relationship between the measured size or the human 
figure and the surrounding spatial structures, whether man-
made or natural, and the various elements to each other. A 
scale factor also to be considered in a given space-form is 
the relationship or the length or the floor level to the 
height or the surrounding structures. Now there is always 
a danger in the free space-form or the floor level becoming 
too large in proportion to the surrounding elements, in 
particular too large relative to the size or tbe base-solid 
(which in our case can be considered the crescent). If the 
floor level becomes too great, and the surrounding elements 
too small, aerial space would result.1 
lThe opposite or this, where the base-solid is very large 
and the frontal void too small would-at least in extreme ex-
amples-practically result in a negation or all space. We shall 
see in later sections that this very situation was very 
common in many or the later applications or the crescent, 
particularly in the larger cities like London (Kensington) 
and Edinburgh. 
(119) 
In the Royal Crescent, an~ most or the other tree space-
forms we have considered in Bath, the spatial void is kept 
under control by the relatively large size ot the base-solid, 
and the relative distinctness ot the surrounding topographical 
elements. However, in the case ot Cavendish Crescent, the 
base-solid is very small, as has been pointed out, while the 
penetrated void is practically limitless. The base-solid 
looks out upon the vast panorama ot the Bath High Common, 
too small to effectively control so large a void. In tact, 
it seems overpowered by the vast expanse ot floor level 
and extreme height ot the c•iling. What results here at 
Cavendish Crescent is, in ettect, an aerial space-form, 
the very first example ot this type in Bath (and in England), 
1 but certainly not the last. 
!They are noticeable 1n many ot the Regency seaside 
resorts, such as Hove, Brighton, Worthing, Bournemouth, etc. 
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V The Evolution of the Circus and Crescent in London 
Throughout the 18th century the most characteristic 
feature of London city planning was the evolution of the 
square. As we have prertously pointed out,1 this peculiar 
aspect of the London scene had its beginnings in Inigo 
Jones's Covent Garden Piazza (1630 onward), and continued, 
with little appreciable change, until well into the 19th 
century. During the first-quarter of the 18th century 
some of the most prominent squares in London were begun, 
among them Hanover Square (c. 1717), Cavendish Square (c. 
1718), and Grosvenor Square (c. 1725). After a thirty 
year interlude which witnessed little or no development 
in the city, the laying-out of squares was begun again 
with renewed vigour. This new impetus in city development 
was principally created by the break-up of many of the 
great estates, among them the Portman and Bedford estates 
to the north of the old cit7. Portman Square (1760's), 
Manchester Square (1776), Bedford Square (17176), and 
Fitzroy Square (c. 1790) are all fairly typical of the 
later-18th century square; and, it must be said that they 
hardly differ from their early-18th century predecessors, 
either in shape or size. 
Although all of these squares were originally paved 
the rough cobblestones soon gave way to expansive lawns. 
1cr. Section II. 
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The center greens either reflected the shape of the square 
itself (Soho Square), or, more often, took on a circular 
(Cavendish Square, Fitzroy Square), octagonal (St. James 
Square) or oval form (Hanover Square, Berkeley Square, 
Grosvenor Square, Bedford Square, et sig.). What is 
(121) 
perhaps most characteristic of the London square during this 
period is the extensive green juxtaposed to the surrounding 
brick terraces. The park-like lawns come right up to the 
buildings, allowing only a narrow sidewalk around the square, 
while the architecture produced a similar but not uniform 
1 
appearance. 
London squares, in contrast to moat Continental squares, 
are· firmly-closed space-forms. Streets extend from the 
corners or the sides, but they have no real connection with 
other squares, buildings, or spatial groups, nor is there 
any attempt at axial grouping of parts or planned vistas. 
Possibly stemming from the medieval collegiate square such 
as those seen at Oxford or Cambridge, they represent complete 
privacy and seclusion, a way ot life far removed trom the 
urban complex around them. 
Aside from the development of the city square, an 
organized program of civic improvement during most of the 
lOnly two of these squares were even partially framed by 
uniform structures: Grosvenor Square and, to an even less 
extent, St. James Square. It was the contribution of Wood 
the Elder to organize, at Queen Square, Bath, for the first 
time in Britain, an entire side of the city square into a 
single, uniform unit. 
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18th century was virtually non-existent. However, from 
1760 onward the London Common Council passed a series of 
acts which were to have a far-reaching affect upon the 
city's future. The year 1760 marks the beginning of the 
so-called London 'improvements', which, in the following 
years, would practically transform the appearance of the 
city. The London improvements had a modest beginning in 
1760 when the Common Council passed an act to improve and 
widen some of the city streets. In 1761 an act was passed 
to improve the approach to London Bridge; and, the same year 
saw the erection of the first Blackfriars Bridge by Robert 
Mylne. During this same period the repair of old London 
Bridge 
George 
continued, under the 
1 Dance the younger. 
direction of Robert Taylor and 
These comparatively minor 
changes of the topography of London culminated with the 
famous Building Act. of 1774, the magna carta of 18th century 
London building practices. 2 Drafted jointly by both Dance 
and Taylor, it frankly aimed at improving the standards of 
London building practices, which by this time had degenerated 
into shoddy craftsmanship and interior material. Hard and 
fast rules were laid down for proper construction and design; 
and, at the same time all classes of buildings were 
categorized into various 1rates 1 .3 But the most significant 
lThis rebuilding actually began in 1757. Of, The Survey 
of London. 
2some 19th century critics labeled it "The Black Act of 
1774". 
3These rates ranged from one to four, based upon the 
floor area and the value of the property. 
aspect of this act was the rigid standardization of the 
London house. Shorn of all ornamentation, including wood-
work, these rated houses became dull stereotypes of endless 
terraces of monotonous brick, and were perhaps justly 
1 
criticized by later generations. The law did, however, 
provide a structural code which resulted in the order and 
dignity of the London street, a quality missing in the 
London scene of an earlier age; and, at the same time laid 
the groundwork for a more systematic urban plan of a future 
era. 
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Aside from the make-up of the London house resulting 
from the Building Act of 1774, a significant change took 
place in the London scene during the late 18th century, 
Although the quadrangular and rectangular squares continued 
to be built, more flexible forms began to make an appearance 
in the London complex. These were the circus and crescent, 
fresh from their victorious conquest of the medieval town of 
Bath. Both of these forms make their first appearance in a 
grandiose scheme for the partial reconstruction of London, 
one which was to exert tremendous influence upon later 
generations of town planners, albeit in an indirect way. We 
speak of John Gwynn's London and Westminster Improved, a 
small treatise, accompanied by three plans ( plate XLII) 
\ 
' !Particularly the Victorians, although even they en-l joyed a •Queen Anne' revival late in the 19th century. 
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which was published by Gwynn in 1766.1 Now what is 
immediately striking about Gwynn's plan is its complete 
practicability. This is no utopian pattern of broad 
(124) 
avenues and rend-points, nor a dull grid-iron system. 
Taking into consideration most of the existing monuments 
and principle buildings, Gwynn envisioned a complex of 
broad avenues which would link up various parts of the city. 
Large open areas would prevail in the core of such a plan, 
while in the outlying areas a modified checkerboard plan 
was to prevail. (Plate XLII) shows a protion of this plan, 
the western section which GWynn planned on terminating at 
Hyde Park. Here can also be found, for the very first time, 
two large concentric circuses. Now the theme of the con-
centric circuses. Now the theme of the concentric circus 
may well be of Prench derivation, but the utilization of 
the circus motif to penetrate urban space was undoubtedly 
inspired by Wood the Elder's Royal Circus at Bath, begun 
just twelve years prior to Gwynn's plan. 2 
Although Gwynn's concentric circuses were to fUnction 
principally as traffic-control centers and rend-points, they 
reveal a spatial accent more in keeping with Wood's circus 
lGwynn 1 s plan was never carried through, but here, at 
least in redementary form, can be found the future Bedford 
Square, Finsbury Square, Trafalgar Square, the Embankment, 
Waterloo Bridge, and a host or minor improvements which 
were later carried out. 
2Gwynn also refers to the Woods work at Bath in 
London and Westminster Improved, 1766. 
I 
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at Bath, that is, more of a closed square than the spatially 
amorphous forms of the rond-points. In tact, the inner 
circus is a closed space-form, three-dimentionally formed 
by the well-defined architectonic elements, the even floor 
level, and the comparatively low ceiling. 
There are obvious references here to both the Wren and 
Evelyn plans for the re-building of London after the fire of 
1666. The broad avenues linked by large rond-points, the 
ample utilization of square and octagonal space-forms, and 
particularly true of Evelyn's plan), the appearance of a 
great crescent form along the Thames-all are reminicent of 
these earlier schemes. However, aside from these English 
prototypes, there is still another which may have had a 
formative influence upon Gwynn. This is the monumental 
plan 
1765 
for a re-constituted Paris, published by Patte in 
1 (Plate XLIII). The conception is that of a city 
built around a series of great squares, with broad avenues 
axially connected to these focal points. Now aside from 
the already-existing squares, Patte envisioned huge rona-
points at key traffic centers; and, the largest of all is 
shown located immediately north of the Luxembourg. Unique 
here is the concentric nature of this rond-point, the inner 
and outer bands of the double-circle broken by eight streets 
radiating outward. Notwithstanding certain differences in 
1Patte, Pierre: Monumens eriges en France a la glorie 
de Louis XV. Paris, 1765. 
~--·>~ 
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Gwynn's circus, particularly in its emphasis upon a plastic 
modeling of outer space within the inner circus, there would 
seem to be a link between Patte's plan and that of Gwynn. 
Gwynn's ambitious scheme tor a new London did not go 
unnoticed, for many of his ideas were immediately incorpo~ 
rated into a rapidly~expanding city. The fourth Duke of 
Bedford must have seen Gwynn's plan, for in 1766 (the same 
year of Gwynn's plan) he proposed to erect an enormous 
circus on the site ot his recently-opened Bedford estate. 
This was however later rejected, to be replaced in favor ot 
the traditional form ot Bedford Square, only begun after 
1776. But on individual realized from the very beginning 
the enormous possibilities of the circus and crescent in the 
new London complex; he was also in a position to see them 
become a part of the London scene. That person was no less 
than the Clerk of the City Works, George Dance the younger.1 
We have already seen that Dance was actively engaged in the 
earlier London improvements, 2 but from 1768 until the begin-
ning of the 19th century Dance was to assume the mantle of 
leadership in the re-building of the city, and he was by far 
the most imaginative and active town planner in London prior 
to the appearance of John Nash. 
lHe succeeded his father in that post on 2 February, 
1768, and held it until 1815. Cf. Colvin, op. cit., p. 165 ff. 
2 P. 119 ff. 
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Certain qualities seem to stand out in bold relief in 
the various circuses and crescents designed by Dance. They 
are closer, both aesthetically and spatially, to the Bath 
examples than to the French-inspired rend-point seen in so 
many of the English theoretical schemes. Even Gwynn treated 
the circus essentially as an open traffic hub and not as a 
form for the articulation of space. Dance saw in the circus, 
and to a lesser extent in the crescent, not so much a ~­
point or inarticulate open area but a distinct spatial form 
which had marvelously aided in the transformation of Bath, 
and so might well do the same thing in London. 
It was in a relatively obscure corner of London that 
Dance first successfully grafted the circus and crescent 
upon the sprawling corpus of the city. Early in 17681 he 
b;egan to transform a small section located just north of 
the Tower and east of the Minories. (Figure 17). The 
entire project (measured along the axis of Vine Street) is 
only 1250 feet in length, thus revealing the tiny scale of 
the scheme relative to a greater London. America Square (A), 
lcf. H. Rosenau, George Dance the Younger, Journ. 
R.I.B.A., 3rd series, 1947, 562 rr.; Hugo-Brunt, Michael, 
George Dance the Younger: as Town Planner. Journal of the 
society or Architectural Historians, Dec. 1955. Dance 
actually began laying out this area early in the 1760's, 
but did not commence the circus or crescent until after 
1768. Wood's Royal Crescent was not begun until 1767. 
is 150 feet in length and 75 teet in width, achieving a 
ratio of 2:1; the Crescent (B), has a horizontal axis of 
150 feet; the Circus (C), is 50 feet in diameter, actually 
the smallest circus in London. To compare the scale here, 
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Figure 17. Vine Street, London. George Dance II, c. 1760-
177.0. (A), America Square; (B), The Crescent; (CJ The Circus. 
the Circus at Bath is 318 teet in diameter, over six times 
the size of Dance's circus, while the Bath Royal Crescent 
has a horizontal axis of 538 teet, making it 3.6 times the 
size of the Orescent in Vine Street. 
(129) 
Nothing remains today of Dance's buildings in America 
Square, and very little in the Circus and Crescent; but from 
these fragments we can with soma certainty reconstruct the 
style. The elevations were, in the main, in four stories, 
with no horizontal division of bays. A brown brick facade 
gave it a plain appearance; and, with its lack of exterior 
woodwork and ornamentation, it foreshadowed the monotonous 
regularity of the third and fourth-rated houses of the post-
1774 Building Act age. A theme seen here, and one which 
became very common at a later date, was the placement ot tall, 
rectangular sash windows in very deep reveals. 
Dance's major achievement here in the Minories was an 
eminently successful, small-scale adaptation of the Circus-
Crescent complex at Bath. The disposition of both groups 
is indeed similar, with the Circus-Crescent-America Square 
complex placed along a common horizontal axis, with each 
spatial unit forming a rhythmical continuation of the next. 
This parallels the Woods Queen Square-Circus-Crescent group, 
that is, a square, circle, and semi-ellipse all placed along 
the same axis or a segment of a common axis. This relation-
ship ot spatial parts to the whole can be seen in Figure 18, 
with (A) representing the Bath complex and (B) the Vine 
Street arrangement. 
From the very beginning Dance was forced to alter the 
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Bath model. Already in the 1760's the Vine Street area was 
characterized by a medieval chaos in street congestion. In-
stead of the open, undulating landscape at the disposal of 
the Woods in Bath, Dance had a flat floor level, about 1)00 
feet by 125 feet in area, and surrounded on all sides by un-
broken terraces or individual buildings, from which to 
emulate the Bath prototype. Not only did the physical 
Figure 18. Diagram Showing Axial Relationship of Bath 
complex and Dance's Vine Street, London, Project, c. 1768. 
Not Drawn to Scale. 
limitations here rule out any possibilities of duplicating 
the scale of the Bath complex, but they negated any chance 
of creating a free spatial unit based upon a dominant site. 
Only when we realize the circumstances under which Dance 
toiled can one appreciate the effectiveness in utilizing 
the Circus-Crescent complex of Bath in articulating urban 
space. 
Dance II's Vine Street project was something unique 
in 18th century London. Not only did it offer the very 
first circus and crescent to the city, but it displayed 
them in combination, and, strangely juxtaposed to a tradi-
tional torm such aa America Square. The observer stationed 
in the rectangular America Square and looking south along 
the 1250-foot axis of Vine Street would be totally un-
prepared for what awaited him along this axis. The Orescent 
comes as an uneXpected surprise, and the final Circus even 
more so. One would na·turally expect an exit at the terminal 
end of the vista, but none exists, for the Circus forms a 
veritable cul-de-sac to the axis, with only a short street 
feeding into the area from the Mlnories. Hence, the pro-
cession of three distinct spatial units here is again 
reminiscent of the Bath ·colllPlex· With its succession ot 
surprise vistas and oblique angles. 
The Circus is, of course, a closed spatial unit, with 
only two short axes emanating from the center. The three-
dimensional void is firmly defined by the surrounding 
elements, even more than at Wood's Circus. However, Dance's 
Crescent is something else. Like the crescents at Bath, it 
is open on all three sides, but partially blocked by the 
large twin terraces facing towards the Minories. The 
extreme angles or vision trom the crescent would describe 
a pair of lines touching the two frontal terraces, and 
(131) 
(132) 
would intersect at a point marking the center boundary be-
tween the Minories and the short axis entering the crescent, 
a point indicated by (X). (Figure 19) •. Hence, the crescents 
space-form is not only stabilized by these terraces, but 
extended through the opening into the Minories. Spatial 
penetration is now effected along coverging lines, as opposed 
to the diverging vistas of the Bath crescents; and,the 
\ 
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Figure 19. Section of the Vine Street Complex, London. 
resulting space-form is triangular, not trapezoidal. In-
stead of the free spatial penetration of the Bath Royal 
Crescent, we have here what can be called a quasi-free space 
form, that is, one which finds the base solid eXpanding and 
penetrating the spatial void for a limited distance, and then 
being brought to a halt either from the termination of the 
perspective, or from the obstruction of architectonic or 
topographical elements. This is the first time where such 
a spatial unit was utilized in the urban scene, but it was 
a form which, with infinite variations, was to be quite 
common in the growing development of British towns. 
At this point, we must examine some of the later town 
planning schemes of Dance, the majority of which were never 
carried out. This was the case for a plan dating from c. 
1768 (Figure 20), calling for extensive improvements south 
of the Thames in Southwark and Lambeth. This project called 
for a series of broad avenues which would not only link up 
Figure 20. Diagram Showing George Dance II 1 s Project For 
the Development of Southwark and Lambeth, c. 1768 onward. 
the new bridges across the Thames, but connect.the com-
paratively-undeveloped areas of Lambeth and Southwark, the 
key to the entire scheme being Blackfriars Bridge. Dance 
(133) 
envisioned a long boulevard (the present Blackfriars Road) 
running south from the bridge for a distance of 3500 feet, 
where it was to meet the principal streets cutting across 
Southwark in an east-west direction. At this juncture 
Canoe planned on erecting an enormous circus with a stone 
obelisk in the center.1 The other major streets feeding 
into the circus are Westminster Bridge Road, leading from 
the bridge of the same name through Lambeth; Lambeth Road, 
extending from the Lambeth Bridge; Borough Road, connecting 
up with London Bridge; London Road, running directly south 
(134) 
of the circus. The remaining artery, Waterloo Road, only 
dated from c. 1820 when Waterloo Bridge was built. Dance's 
circus was planned from the beginning as a huge traffic-hub 
and crossroads, a true rond-point in the French tradition; 
and, as such it owed nothing in its spatial makeup to the 
Circus at Bath. There were, in fact, no spatial effects 
offered in this circus, for-like the later Place de 1 1Etoile-
the void was far too great to be percieved as a single 
spatial form. The most we can call this circus is a mon-
umental crossroads. However, part of the project eventually 
became a reality in the later St. George's Circus, which even 
today remains one of the principal crossroads in Southwark, 
lSince 1905 the obelisk has been located on Lambeth Road. 
The utilization of the obelisk in the articulation of the 
city square stems from Rome, where it enjoyed great popularity 
from the pontificate of Sixtus V onward. 
(135) 
although it is a watered-down version of Dance's vast rondel.1 
It was in 1790 that Dance began laying out Alfred Place, 
a small section immediately to the north-west of Bedford 
Square on the Bedford estate.2 The site chosen was a long 
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Figure 21. Alfred Place, London. George Dance II, 1790 
onward. 
rectangle bordered on the west by Tottenham Court Road, and 
on the east by a maze of streets running off Gower Street. 
The plan here (Figure 21) consists of a fairly short street 
terminated by identical crescents at either end, with the 
lDance also proposed erecting a large crescent in st. 
George's Fields, Southwark; illustrated in Gentleman's 
Magazine, Sept. 1786. 
2cf. Colvin, op. cit., p. 165 tf. 
(136) 
bisecting axis (Alfred Place) open before the crescents to 
allow tor the intersection of Chenies Street on the north, 
and Store Street on the south. Spatially, the Alfred Place 
complex is or interest in that it echoes the theme ot the 
Vine Street crescent, that is, a crescent producing a quasi-
tree spatial form, with the base solid opening into a frontal 
street and bordered by the terminal ends of twin terraces. 
As at the Vine Street crescent, spatial penetration takes on 
a converging form, with a vista tunneled into the narrow 
boundaries or Alfred Place, and brought to a halt only a 
short distance along that street. Again like Vine Street, 
. the crescents release a three-dimensional void, only to bring 
that void to a halt by the in~erruption of architectonic 
elements. Due again to a lack of space, Dance was not allowed 
to create an expanding, tree space-form along the lines of 
the Bath models; but instead, we find a flexible adaptation 
ot the crescent to a crowded urban area. This system ot two 
crescents serving as terminal axes of a bisecting void was 
to be repeated on countless occasions in the future, and, 
even Dance utilized its essential elements in his project 
tor the London Bridge extension. 
It the Manories and Alfred Place projects were compar-
atively small in scale, Dance's next town planning scheme 
can be considered monumental in the extreme. This was a 
proposed plan for the partial development of Lord Camden's 
estate in St. Pancras, the area now known as Camden Town. 
Unfortunately, the plan was almost immediately rejected when 
it was ~irst submitted circa 1791. The core o~ Dance's 
scheme (Figure 22) consisted of a colossal circus and 
crescent, with a long street connecting the two elements. 
The circus is double-ringed; and, in this it undoubtedly 
(137) 
1 
owes its form to Gwynn's double circuses in the plan of 1766. 
1 
Figure 22. Project For Camden estate, London. George 
Dance II, c. 1791. 
The outer circle of the circus is broken at ~airly regular 
intervals by no less than six streets feeding into the ring, 
although only three of these streets are continued through 
1cr. p. 120 rr. 
to the inner ring. The ~mposition of the inner circus here 
is very close to Wood's dircus, that is, a perfect circle 
interrupted by three streets at equal distances, with none 
of the streets facing each other. The disposition of the 
houses around the inner ring is also reminiscent of Wood's 
Circus, although here there are only twenty-four houses, in 
place of the thirty-three at Bath.1 
Dance's Camden estate Circus reflects two distinct 
spatial systems. The outer ring of the concentric circus, 
broken by six radial streets, is merely a monumental cross-
roads, a large-scale rondel in the manner of St. George's 
Circus in Southwark. Due to the enormous diameter of the 
outer ring, and the relatively small scale of the surround-
ing architectonic elements, the void here is too great to be 
perceived from any single location. Like so many similar 
rondels, the floor level is so great that the void becomes 
amorphous. The inner circle of the circus, on the other 
hand, now intersected by only three streets, and firmly 
defined by the proximity of the surrounding structures, 
approaches the spatial make-up of Wood's Circus, becoming 
to all intents a closed spatial unit. 
Dance's vast Camden Coliseum, located to the south-
west of the Circus, was to have consisted of two large 
crescents facing each other across an oval square, with each 
crescent composed of eleven houses. Despite its name, 
!There were, however, exactly thirty-three houses in 
the Camden Coliseum. 
(138) 
Camden Coliseum is not a true ellipsoid, for both ends are 
opened up, with a small segment detached from the ellipse. 
It is indeed a curious form. Entrance was to be gained in 
only two directions, on the north and south ends of the 
ellipse, and both are radically different in their spatial 
approaches. Along the southern perimeter, two streets break 
into the Coliseum from oblique directions, with both streets 
flanking the detached segment of houses. With both streets 
terminating only at the perimeter of the ellipsoid, there 
is no spatial rhythm produced from their entrance. The only 
spatial penetration on this south segment of the Coliseum is 
that produced by the ovoid form itself. However, on the 
north side it is quite different. Two streets intersect the 
detached segment on either side, but not-as on the south 
side-directly into the Coliseum, while immediately below 
terraces continue the approach to the Coliseum. This space-
form created by the detached segment of the Coliseum and the 
terraces is actually a large trapezoid, with the short side 
forming the opening to the Coliseum. It not only serves as 
an unexpected spatial entrance to the larger oval form of 
(139) 
the Coliseum, but it is ingeniously linked through one of the 
entering streets to the Circus. Hence, we find here a series 
of related but distinct spatial forms: the Circus (open and 
closed); the trapezoidal square north of the Coliseum (open 
form); the Coliseum (closed form). The Coliseum can be 
considered as an essentially closed spatial unit due to its 
enormous size, its low ceiling, the relative height of the 
surrounding structures, and the flat floor level. It is 
true that the ellipsoid is penetrated by the spatial rhythm 
of the trapezoidal square, but this penetration, although 
more than street-width, is not sufficiently great to change 
the spatial make-up of the Coliseum. 
Although Dance's grandiose scheme for Camden Town was 
never realized, it was not to be without certain influence. 
Of course, the concentric or double-circus would become 
fairly common at a later date, but it is the Coliseum which 
was to exercise such a formative influence upon the later 
crescents. The theme of two crescents facing across an 
elliptical void was to become immensely popular throughout 
Britain, far more so, in fact, than a system such as that 
of Alfred Place. 
One of the last-and once again unsuccessful-attempts 
by Dance to forcefully imprint the flexible space-forms of 
Bath upon London can be 
improvement of the port 
seen in a series of designs for the 
1 
of London, dating from 1796. 
(140) 
Perhaps the boldest and certainly the most imaginative design 
of this group was that calling for a double-bridge across 
the Thames (Plate XLIV), (Figure 23), replacing in the proc-
ess London Bridge. The twin, parallel bridges were to have 
extended from the river-side quays, and connect with similar 
lcr. Hugo-Brunt, ol. cit., p. 187; Colvin, op. cit., 
p. 165.; Rosenau, op. o t., P• 502. 
facilities in Southwark. But the most striking aspect of 
the entire plan was the inclusion or two enormous squares 
at either end or the double-bridge. Both are crescent-
shaped; and, with their frank emphasis upon a monumental 
quai-side traffic point, they are reminiscent not only of 
Evelyn and Wren's plans for London,l but of Chastillon•s 
Place de France. 2 However, these earlier plans for quai-
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Figure 23. Design For A Double-Bridge Across The Thames 
River, George Dance II. 1796. 
(141) 
side crescents were usually unrelated to bridges, and at no 
time were they ever juxtapo.sed to a crescent across a body of 
water. At all times they were independent and self-support-
ing spatial units, axially related to river and street by 
fer. p. 24 ff; p. 83 rr. 
2Ibid, p. 19. 
• 
(J.42) 
their physical proximity, but bearing no spatial relationship 
to either of these elements. Here in Dance's scheme, the 
theme of Alfred Place is again repeated, with two facing 
crescents axially connected. The spatial penetration 
created by the crescents is carried via the bridges into 
the opposite crescent, and finally fUnneled off into the 
broad streets fanning out of the crescents. Although the 
use of the crescent form here is far removed from the 
original Bath conception as an urban-rural link, it never-
theless illustrates the growing freedom in the utilization 
of these forms for the development of British towns. From 
heretofore isolated phenomena, they were rapidly becoming-
thanks to planners of the scope of Dance-the virtural core 
1 
of town planning. 
Not far behind Dance's pioneer adaptation of the circus 
and crescent in London appeared a host of lesser architects, 
planners, builders, and general speculators, all only too-
anxious to exploit and further augment these new forms in 
their various 'improvements' 1n the city. From the late-
1790's onward, circus and crescent became, in fact, the 
lThe actual scope of Dance's creativeness as a town 
planner is unbelievable. In addition to the above-mentioned 
examples, he envisioned scores of new streets, circuses, 
crescents, and squares in various parts of London. An ex-
ample of this was a project for Temple Bar, dated about 1802. 
A huge circus was to be erected here, axially aligned to the 
Strand and with St. Paul's further to the east. The church 
of St. Clement Danes was to have been placed, obelisk fashion, 
on an island in the center of the circus. Spatially, however, 
the project haJ distinct overtones of a monumental rondel. Of. 
Hugo-Brunt, p. 186 FF. 
veritable lietmotif of London planning; and, this was 
particularly evident in the westward expansion of the city, 
in Marlbone and Paddington in the early phase, and Belgravia 
and Kensington in the later stages of this development. Now 
aside from their respective spatial and aesthetic character-
istics, which will be discussed in their appropriate places, 
it is evident that few of these planners, aside from John 
Nash in London and J. B. Papworth in the counties, is at 
all well-known and, many are actually nothing more than 
estate speculators. This can be illustrated in the develop-
ment of the Portman estate in Marylbone and others to the 
north of London. Although the Portman estate had been ex-
panding since 1761, it was not until c. 1788 that a circus 
or crescent was even suggested for that area. In that same 
year, two facing crescents were begun by an unknown planner 
along the axis of Great Cumberland Place, and were projected 
to occupy the entire block between Berkeley and Seymour 
(llj.3) 
Streets. The west segment was completed in 1789, but the 
eastern half was never built, resulting in a small crescent 
facing out onto a street, with little or no spatial penetration. 
What is significant here, however, is that this marks the 
beginning of a new form of spatial articulation in these vast 
estates. 
Still further north, in Paddington, ran the Eyre estate. 
Although building did not finally begin in this area until 
post-Waterloo times, a scheme was brought forward as early 
as 1794-and possibly even earlier-for its complete 
development,1 In addition to numerous crescents and other 
forms, this plan called for an enormous open area known as 
.. 
the British Circus (Figure 24>, which was to serve as the 
core of the entire plan, Under a revised form,2 the 
(144) 
British Circus was to be a concentric form. The inner circle 
was to be lined with 36 semi-detached houses, each contain-
ing 1 1/4 acres or land, while the outer ring consisted or 
Figure 24. Project For The British Circus, Eyre Estate, 
London, 1794, revised in 1803. 
lAn engraved map or the Eyre estate, with extant copies 
in the Soane Museum and R,I,B,A., signed by the auctioneers 
Spurrier and Phipps. 
2nated 1803. The writers description follows the entry 
made in the Royal Academy catalogues or this date, cr. 
Summerson, op, cit., p. 158, 
66 semi•detached houses, again containing l 1/4 acres 
apiece. A broad roadway between the two rings was to have 
been exactly one mile in circumference, while the inner 
core of the circus called for an open landscape containing 
42 acres. Although no part of this plan was carried out 
when the Eyre estate came to be developed, it is unique in 
being the very first circus or crescent which utilized the 
l 
semi-detached house. The British Circus scheme, however, 
suffers from the same lack of scale observable in Dance's 
projects for St. George's Circus and the Circus in Camden 
Town. The tiny houses are totally lost in the vast expanse 
of greenery and roadway. There is, in fact, no definition 
of space here: it is free, unlimited space. The very low 
ceiling, coupled with the small, two-storied height of the 
semi-detached villas, constitutes a form which is impossible 
to perceive from any single position. Hence, we have here 
the familiar theme of the monumental rondel, only magnified 
beyond all precedence. But the idea of placing a circus in 
a suburban development, and, one which is made up of a 
succession of similar semi-detached houses, was to have a 
large following in the 19th century. This is indeed the 
prototype of the future crescent and circus-filled garden 
city. 
After the completion of Bedford Square on the recently-
opened Bedford estate in Bloomsbury during the late-1770's, 
(145> 
lrt is, in fact, one of the first instances in Britain 
where the terrace house was abandoned for the detached villa. 
the building initiative passed to the adjacent Portland 
estate. However, in 1800 expansion began again with re-
newed vigour, for in that same year the Duke of Bedford 
secured two Acts or Parliament for the further development 
of his estate. That same year also marks the first appear-
ance of James Burton, the developer of a large segment of 
Bloomsbury, and perhaps the greatest building-speculator of 
1 the early 19th century. Burton began by closing in the 
north side of Bloomsbury Square, after tearing down Bedford 
Figure 25. Section of Bloomsbury, London. Showing Burton 
(Cartwright) Crescent. James Burton, c. 1810-17. 
lcf. Summerson, p. 152 ff. Burton also figures in the 
later development of Belgravia. He typifies the Regency 
town planner in his primary capacity as speculator. 
(14.6) 
(147) 
House, and then commenced the laying-out of Russell Square. 
Between 1807 and 1817 he completed Russell Square, and layed-
out the east side of Tavistock Square, including most of the 
intervening streets. 
The northern-most salient in the Bedford estate project 
was that area abutting the Foundling estate and the New 
(Euston) Road. It is in this sector, built up after 1810, 
into which Burton introduced the largest crescent in north-
east London. Burton Crescent (now called Cartwright 
Gardens) ( Figure 25) extends from Euston Road on the north 
to Tavistook Place on the south. On the east, it links up 
with Tavistock Square and, still further away, Gordon 
Square, 1 providing a long, unbroken vista along Endsleigh 
Street. 2 
Like much of Burton's other work in Russell and 
Tavistock Squares, the style here in Cartwright Gardens is 
reminiscent of the Georgian sedateness and delicacy seen in 
Bedford Square. The e·levation is in three stories, complete 
with an attic, with the only noticeable surface articulation 
being seen in the tall sash windows set in deep reveals. 
However, much of the detail that characterizes the suppressed 
lThe area east of Tavistock Square, including Gordon 
Square and much of Endsleigh Street, was built up from c. 
1820 by Thomas Cubitt. Cf. Inst. Civil Eng., Annual Report, 
18$6-7; Summerson, op. cit, P• 174 ff. 
~his vista was later interrupted by the construction 
of the British Medical Association building. across 
Endleigh Street. 
refinement or Bedford Square is absent here, notably the 
Coade stone doorways; and, the large basement adds a 
discordant note to the entire theme. Each bay here con-
sists of tall, round-headed arches, a ponderous theme when 
placed alongside the Regency wrought-iron balconies and flat 
brick superstructure. 
There seems little doubt that Burton ralls considerably 
short of the more lofty standards set by many of his pred-
ecessors, for which every opportunity his work reflects the 
heavy-handed manner or the bu~lder-speculator. Without 
exception, his style is that of a moribund Georgian mode 
or rigidly uniform terraces, without any admission of the 
Picturesque elements or a Regency style then in vogue. 
However, as a town planner Burton is indeed something else. 
As Figure 25 clearly indicates, Cartwright Gardens is a 
decisive break with the contemporary tradition of oblong 
or square spatial forms; and, it even departs essentially 
from the make-up of Dance's work at Vine Street and at 
Alfred Place. In both of these oases the crescent was 
axially aligned with a frontal street which also bisected 
the spatial void. In Cartwright Gardens, however, there 
is no bisecting street in axial alignment with the crescent, 
for the straight terraces extending from Hastings to Leigh 
Streets run parallel to the crescent. Although the small 
crescents in Great Cumberland Place also races along a 
terraced street, the terrace is unbroken throughout its 
(148) 
entire length, resulting in a closed void (volume) and a 
negative perspective. This would also be the case in 
Cartwright Gardens if Hastings and Leigh Streets did not 
exist. As it is, they serve to further the penetration 
of space from the base crescent. Admittedly, it is a 
somewhat unsatisfactory solution of the crescent problem 
as applied to a dense urban area, for the observer's vista 
(149) 
is halted by the terrace extending between these two streets. 
It can be classified, along with Alfred Place, as a quasi-
free spatial form, but only to the extent to which it re-
leases space through the diverging structure of the base-
crescent. But what is new here is the organic break in 
the crescent, a break which separates the crescent into 
two distinct quadrants.1 This division not only continues 
the lengthy vista of Endsleigh Street, but it extends the 
same axial vista right into the spatial form of Cartwright 
Gardena. Hence, we have here an interruption of the space-
form not only to the sides. and front, but now directly from 
the rear, or from the base solid itself, creating a limited 
spatial penetration in four directions. 
Impressive in Cartwright Gardens is the sheer size of 
the ensemble. The horizontal axis of the crescent extends 
tor a distance of over 670 teet, while the vertical axis 
of the void, measured from the center of the crescent to the 
lA theme which is similar to Nash's Park Crescent, a 
contemporary venture. cr. p. 150 rr. 
center or the racing terrace, is exactly half of that 
distance, or 335 feet. This results in a floor level or 
over five acres in extent, a sizeable area when compared to 
the average London crescent. But it is nevertheless a 
spatial form which is clearly defined and entirely com-
prehensible, in contrast to the amorphous and unlimited 
spatial freedom of the rondel. 
Before taking up the town planning achievements or 
John Nash, we can examine briefly another well-known London 
landmark, Fins bury Circus. Dance the younger laid out 
Finsbury Square from 1777 onward, a somewhat late effort 
(150) 
in extending the form and spirit or the Bloomsbury Squares 
to the eastern section or the city. Finsbury Circus was 
laid out about 1814 immediately to the south or Dance's 
square, and on the exact site or old Bedlam. Although the 
name or the designer here remains unknown, everything points 
to the work of William Mountague, 
successor in the post or Clerk or 
a pupil or Dance, and his 
1 the City Works in 1815. 
The circus occupies a large section or the trapezoid formed 
by Eldon Street, Bloomfield Street, London Wall, and 
Moorgate. As we can see in Figure 26, Flnsbury Circus forms 
a perfect ellipsoid, measuring about 510 feet in length, and 
350 feet in width, with three principal entrances: along the 
1 cr. Colvin, op. cit., P• 398. 
horizontal axis from Moorgate and Blomfield Street, and 
via the vertical axis debounching from London Wall. 
Finsburr Circus is made up of two facing crescents, and, 
(151) 
is physically not a circus at all. There seems little doubt 
that this system derives from Dance's Alfred Place, where 
two crescents face along the horizontal axis of a street. 
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Figure 26. 
Mountague, 
Plan of Finsburr Circus, London. By William 
c. 1814. 
However, here the intervening street is eliminated, re-
sulting in the closer relationship between the crescents. 
Although Finsbury Circus may not qualify as a true 
circus in the physical sense, it nevertheless retains many 
of the spatial characteristics of the Bath archetype. It 
is in essense a closed space-form, shut off from the near-by 
urban complex; and, it is even more firmly closed than Wood's 
circus, for it lacks the dramatic vistas of Gay and Brock 
Streets. The spectator here experiences a spatial sensation 
similar to that found in the hidden solitude of the 
Bloomsbury and many of the West End squares of London. St. 
James Square is typical of these squares. (Figure 27). No 
less than five streets teed into this perfect square formed 
by uniform terraces on all sides. Now all these streets 
are not only very short in their overall length, but they 
are completely devoid of any dramatic impact in their 
entrance to the space-form. The spectator in the square is 
relatively unaware of the presence of these streets or, for 
Figure 27. St. James Square, London, c. 1684. 
that matter, of any interruption in the spatial rhythm. 
(152) 
What he does experience here, however, is a feeling of rigid 
confinement, of structural enclosure, almost resulting in 
pure volume. Now this same spatial reaction is also per-
. ceptible in Finsbury Circus. The three entrances are nothing 
more than short projections of the ellipsoid, and so lose all 
visual and spatial qualities of the urban street. Instead 
of an interplay of vertical and horizontal forces achieving 
spatial balance, as at St. James Square, we find here a 
series of diverging vistas trom all four sides of the 
ellipse, each vista overlapping and becoming a part of the 
next vista, with none being brought to a logical climax. 
(153) 
How different is the rigidly confined spatial torm ot 
Finsbury Circus from St. Peter's pizza obliqual Both reveal 
facing crescents, but in Bernini's square a powerful spatial 
thrust is created, with the void seeking and realizing 
complete release in the two exits from the square. Unfor-
tunately, the structure of Finsbury Circus was to be all-too 
often repeated in the following years, with countless towns 
throughout Britain proudly displaying their elliptical 
'circuses•, each a pale echo ot their Bath predecessors. 
From the easy flexibility ot the Bath free space-form, the 
circus-crescent reverted back to the old, bottled-up spatial 
structure of the London square. 
By tar the most comprehensive scheme tor the 'improvement' 
ot London throughout its entire history was introduced by 
1 John Nash in 1811, the year that Marylebone Park reverted 
back to the control ot the Crown. 2 This monumental plan 
called tor the creation ot the tuture Regent Street, and 
the improvement ot Marylebone (later Regents) Park, the 
street connecting Carlton House at St. James's Park on the 
1 .on Nash as a town planner, ct. Summerson : John Nash, 
London, 1935, and Georsian London, London, 1946; T. F. 
Reddaway, The Rebuilding ot London, 1940; s. E. Rasmussen, 
London, the Unique city, London, 1937. 
2ct. Summerson, John Nash, London, 1935, p. 102 ft. 
south with the northern New Road (Marylebond), and Regents 
Park. Now a plan similar in scope if not in detail had 
been suggested as early as 1809 by John Fordyce, the 
1 Surveyor-General of His Majesty's Land Revenue. This 
scheme primarily considered the development of the park 
(154) 
for metropolitan expansion, and the creation of an arterial 
link from this same area to the Regent's Carlton House. How-
ever, Fordyce was silent regarding the exact location of 
this new avenue, and also failed to consider the hundreds of 
existing houses in the area; and, few details regarding the 
2 layout of the park were mentioned. At any rate, Nash's 
first report, accompanied by all plans, was submitted in 
July, 1811;3 and, in October of the same year the Treasury 
approved the entire scheme.4 
Nash's only competition in the vast undertaking came 
in the form of a joint plan submitted by the two official 
architects of the Land Revenue Office, Thomas Leverton and 
Thomas Chawner. This frankly uninspiring plan was promptly 
rejected. Had it been accepted, London would be similar to 
lcf. Summerson, op. oit., p. 102 ft. Reports were sub-
mitted to the Treasury ln 1797, 1802, 1806, and in 1809. 
2The designs were from the surveyor of the Duke of 
Portland, John White: ~lanation of a ~lan for the improve-
ment of Marz-le-bone P~ submitted to. Fordyce, Esq ••••• 
In 1869. 
3First Report of H. M. Commissioners of Woods, Forests, 
and Land Revenues, 1812, P• io 
4Ibid, App. XII H, P• 115 
many of the Continental towns, a neat checkerboard scheme 
of right-angle streets broken at times by the intrusion of 
Figure 28. First Plan For Regent's Park, John Nash. (1812) 
the Bloomsbury-type squares. This grid-iron scheme called 
for an extension of streets and squares right into Regent's 
(155> 
1 Park. As opposed to the traditional format of Leverton's 
plan, let us examine that of Nash, beginning with the 
proposed layout for the Regent's Park (Figure 28). (Plate 
XLV). The principal entrance was from the south, along the 
similarly-projected Regent Street. The northern segment of 
this via triumphalis coincided with Portland Place, which 
would debouch into a large circus forming the intersection 
ot Portland Place and the New Road. Dance planned on 
siting a church in the center of this circus. Continuing 
north from the circus one would enter upon a veritable 
maze of Picturesque architecture and landscape. In the 
east section of the park Nash planned a long, formalistic 
lake, while opposite this was to have been located the 
pleasure palace of the Prince of Wales, later George IV, 
the so-called Guinguette. The ensemble was to have been 
framed by long, classical terraces, including the canal 
extending from its source along the western side of the 
park, while along the northern perimeter Nash envisioned 
two large crescents, both facing south and one forming the 
axial terminus to the formalistic lake. Although the 
principal theme running throughout the design was the 
provision of a holiday atmosphere for the pleasure-mad 
lJohn White also drew up a plan which included an 
enormous crescent extending from the New Road, with Harley 
Street (in place of Portland Place) bisecting the semi-
ellipse from the south. The park itself was devoid of all 
buildings, although detached and semi-detached villas were 
(156) 
to have encircled the park. cr. Some account of the pro!osed 
iff1rovements •••••• the Regent's Park ••••• etc, 1814, repub !shed, 
1 5. 
(157) 
Regent, the glory of the park would have culminated in the 
1 
central circus and its framing landscape. This circus would 
have been of enormous proportions, with the diameter of the 
inner ring equal to the circus at the New Road. It was 
proudly sited along the highest ground of the park,with houses 
not only facing into the center of the circus, but turned 
outward toward the informal landscape, while a ha-ha was to 
encircle the outer ring, a motif frequently employed by the 
18th century landscape designers, but here directly inspired 
by the ha-ha separating Kensington Gardens from Hyde Park. 
The concentric circus was to have been interrupted only by 
a limitless, monumental vista running east and west, and 
forming an exact parallel to the axis of the New Road 
circus, while a National Valhalla, inspired by Greek proto-
types, was to be centered within the inner circus. Surround-
ing the circus would have been a magnificent prospect of 
Reptonian landscape, broken at intervals by clumps of shrubs 
and trees, the fifty-odd villas, and the grand serpentine lake. 
Regent's Park today is only a pale shadow of that 
grandiose scheme enviaioned by Nash. Had it been completed, 
it would have been the most complete embodiment of Picture-
sque-cum-Bath principles ever projected in Britain, for the 
key to the entire theme lies in the harmonious relationship 
lane must not overlook the completeness of Nash's plan, 
however, with its distinct overtones of the 20th century 
Garden City. Even a working class district was planned in 
the south-east quarter of the park. 
{158) 
of Reptonian landscape design to the principles of flexible 
town planning evolved at Bath. To a limited extent, this 
even holds true of the circus proposed to stride the Portland 
Place-Euston Road intersection. The circus contains all the 
physical and spatial characteristics of the rondel, for the 
floor level is too vast to grasp at a glance, with a ceiling 
almost merging with the surrounding structures. However, the 
perspective from the circus out into the vast park presents 
a panorama of both classical, yew-lined allees extending to 
the distant Guinguette, and a vista of undulating landscape 
in the best tradition of the Picturesque. It is a vision 
complete with surprises and oblique perspectives, a vision 
that takes in "the attraction of open space, free air, and 
the scenery of Nature."1 But what is perhaps most in line 
with the Bath examples here is the locus of the circus in 
relation to the city. Like Wood's circus, it marks the 
transition from city to country: below the circus we are in 
a crowded Portland Place, above, surrounded by open country-
side. Regardless of its rond-point characteristics, Nash's 
circus would have been a wonderful three-dimensional re-
terence point connecting the urban spatial complex with an 
atmospheric freedom of the park. 
Although the structure of the concentric circus which 
!John Nash, First Report, op. cit., App. XII B. 
Nash had planned in the center or the park was, as we have 
previously seen, certainly nothing startingly new. the 
(159) 
spirit indicated a decisive departure from earlier examples. 
The powerful form was to be placed upon the highest section 
of the park, one Which was deliberately designed to form "the 
grandest apex possible to the whole Scenery."1 Nash here 
displays an awareness of the bella vista qualities inherent 
in the dominant site, and was obviously well-acquainted with 
the Bath complex. Although the only entrance to the circus 
was via the broad axis lined with Regency villas, and 
terminated at the center in the imposing Valhalla, the form 
is not what could be classified as a closed spatial unit. 
The inner and outer circles are not rigidly defined by un-
broken terraces, but merely suggested by a series of detached 
and semi-detached vil1as, 2 the villas along the inner ring 
facing into the center of the circus, while those villas 
along the outer perimeter face outward into the park. Hence, 
not only does each villa create its own spatial form, but 
they become a part of the overall spatial penetration of 
the circus. The circus thus becomes not only a homogeneous 
urban complex-call it even a garden city or housing estate-
but a free spatial form which utilizes all the elements of 
lNash, op. cit., First Report 
2cr. the project for the Brltish Circus in the Eyre 
Estate, p. 140 ff. The villas are in the neo-classical style, 
with many designed by either Nash or Decimus Burton. 
natural and open space. Nash's circus at Portland Place 
serves as a means for the transition from urban to rural 
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Figure 29. Detail of John Nash's First Plan For Regent's 
Park, Showing the Spatial Penetration of The Villas on the 
Inner and Outer Rings of the Circus. 
space, but here both spatial complexes are fused. Each of 
the villas forming the perimeter of both circles is, in its 
own way, a model or Reptonian landscaping. Those villas 
(160) 
(161) 
penetrating outward onto the park fall away in gradual bounds 
towards a limitless vista of greenery and water, passing en 
route the carriage road, the artificial ha-ha, and the studied 
informality of the inner band of shrubs and trees. The villas 
facing in towards the Valhalla also enjoyed this same ex-
panding vista, although lacking all the Picturesque elements 
characterizing the outer circus. In each case, the spatial 
penetration is similar to that seen in Wood's Royal Crescent, 
that is, a diverging vista is created by the vaguely-defined 
topographical boundaries of trees and landscape. In addition 
to the application of Reptonian principles of Picturesque 
landscape design to the individual house and villa, we find 
this same system applied here with equal success to the en-
tire terrace and circus.1 In fact, it is the unusual 
spatial of both villa and terrace that would have set this 
circus apart from all others. 
John Nash's 1811 scheme for a Picturesque Regent's 
Park was, to a large extent, a failure. 2 But the remaining 
icf. fn. #3, p. 67. Summerson, in Architecture in 
Britain, p. 304, sees a general inspiration here In Ledoux's 
v111e {deale, particularly in the grandiose scheme for La 
Saline de Chaux, 1775-9. But the social and spatial qualities 
of Ledoux's villages are far removed from Regent's Park. 
2The lower circus became Park Crescent soon after it was 
begun in 1812; the central circus retained its form only, and 
is now the Botanic Gardens; the formal elements in the park, 
along with the Guinguette, were never built, while only eight 
of the fifty-odd villas were ever built. Even the landscap-
ing fell far short of its Reptonian model. The serpentine 
lake, the Regent's Canal, and most of the sham Grecian 
terraces along the perimeter of the park were realized at a 
later date. 
(162) 
half of his plan to link up Carlton House with a new Park, 
that is, the creation of a via triumphalis for this giddy 
Regent, was without any doubt the most successful of all the 
London improvements. We speak, of course, of Regent Street; 
and, if Regent's Park sought a compromise of classical 
formalism in architecture with Picturesque informality in 
landscaping, Regent Street succeeded eminently in combining 
these same tendencies. The proposal for a new street running 
north from Carlton House was included in Nash's report sub-
1 
mitted in 1811 for the development of Marylebone Park. To 
Nash, this street not only represented a line of demarkation 
between the eastern and older sections of the city and the 
newer and more fashionable west end, but the complete 
separation of two distinct social worlds, forming "a boundary 
and complete separation between the Streets and Squares 
occupied by the Nobility and Gentry, and the narrow Streets 
and meaner Houses occupied by mechanics and the trading part 
of the comrm.mity."2 Now this thinking is eminently character-
istic not only of Nash but of the entire generation making 
up the Regency, and one which is all-too evident in the lay-
out of Regent's Park. Nash's conception of town planning 
utilized to a wonderful degree the spatial themes of Bath and 
the improved garden system of Repton, but it also sought to 
!First Report, op. cit., App. XII H. 
2Ibid, App. XII B, P• 89. 
create an artificial, aristocratic housing development in 
the midst of a crowded urban complex, and to the complete 
exclusion of that same urban area. Regent's Park turned 
its back on the urban scene in a manner disdainfully 
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Figure 30. First Plan for Regent Street, John Nash, 1811. 
(A), Portland Place extension; (B), Oxford Circus; (C), 
Public Building; (D), Piccadilly Circus; (E), Carlton House. 
reminiscent or the Baroque absolutism of Versailles and 
Nancy; and, the same can be said for Regent Street. But 
regardless of its sociological implications, the planning 
(164} 
of Regent Street was masterful. Figure 30 reveals the first 
scheme which Nash submitted to the Treasury. This called for 
a broad avenue 125 feet in width (the same width as.Adam 1 s 
Portland Place} to extend north from Carlton House in a 
straight line to the present Piccadilly Circus. At this 
juncture Nash planned a large circus which would serve as 
a monumental overture to a still greater spatial unit, with 
a public building placed in tha center of the square. From 
here the street would follow an oblique direction to Oxford 
Street, skirting along its passage Golden Square and the 
blighted sections or Soho. As t~e street approached Oxford 
Street, Nash again utilized a circus, this time even greater 
in size than the one at Piccadilly. The Oxford Street circus 
was to have introduced the final spectacle of the via 
triumphalis, with Adam's superb Portland Place terraces 
giving way to the New Road circus, and the final, climactic 
penetration into the park. 
It must be said, however, that the spatial character-
istics of this first project for the Royal Mile have little 
in common with the Bath examples. The alternating pattern 
of street-circus-street recalls, in a vague way, the Queen 
Square-Gay Street-Circus complex at Bath, but their spatial 
intentions, and spatial results, are quite different. We 
are instead reminded ot the Baroque processional and the 
culte de 1 1axe seen in such geographically removed examples 
as Rome's Corso, Versailles, Karlsruhe, and the later 
boulevards ot Haussmann's Paris. The horizontal axis is 
the backbone ot spatial articulation prevails here, as it 
1 does in the above examples. In tact, the theme ot the 
horizontal axis is so dominant that the spatial void ot the 
(165) 
three separate circuses is seriously weakened. It would 
have been difficult in the extreme to have experienced any 
genuine spatial sensation in these circular voids, tor the 
spectator was all-too aware of the dominance ot the axial 
street. And, to add to this spatial acceleration and conti-
nuity, Nash even planned on utilizing open colonnades, re-
minicent ot the Greek stoa, to line both sides of this 
triumphal allee from Carlton House to Oxford Circus. In 
summation, there is no better description of classicistic 
late-Baroque space-concepts than Nash's own statement on the 
first Regency Street project: 
The beauty of the ~own, it is presumed, would be 
advanced by a street of such magnificent dimensions; 
by the Colonnades and Balustrades which will adorn its 
sides; ••••••••• by the effect of the Monuments in the 
center of the crossing streets; by the vista between 
Carlton House and Piccadilly, terminated by a public 
monument at one end, and by the Palace of Carlton 
House at the other; every length of street would be 
terminated by a facade of beautifUl architecture; and 
to add to the beauty of the approach ••••• a Square or 
lNash was not unaware of Percier and Fontaine's design 
for the Rue de Rivoli in Paris, dated 1801. Here, however, 
the street was straight throughout its length. 
Crescent ••••• might be buflt round the Equestrian 
Statue at Charing-Cross. 
(166) 
After having submitted his first report to the Treasury, 
Nash was informed that he would have to make further consider-
ations of certain aspects of the plan before final approval. 
This was followed by the second and approved plan for Regent 
Street, submitted in March, 1813.2 In essence, the principal 
difference between this and the preceding plan was the sub-
stitution of the straight section above Piccadilly with a 
curved section. 
Building did not finally begin along Regent Street 
unt.i;l. about 1817. Now it became all-too evident during the 
years 1814-7 that Nash's vision of a classically uniform 
street facade with free-standing Tuscan columns was not 
entirely acceptable. From its very inception, Regent Street 
assumed the aspect of frenzied speculation, brought on 
principally by the varied demands of the tenants. Hence, 
Nash's dream of an unbroken parade of classical terraces 
vanished under the pressure of business necessity, to be 
replaced by a heavy-handed classicism of the Waterloo Place 
sector, and the easy informality of the street above 
Piccadilly. It is not our purpose here to examine all the 
complex aspects of the deve.lopment of this street, but two 
salient features relative to the spatial development of the 
!First Report, op. cit, App. XII B, p. 90. 
2A third plan was also submitted at this same time, 
calling for the introduction of a square just south of Piccadilly. 
circus and crescent deserve attention. First in time, and 
undoubtedly outstanding in fixing the overall character of 
the street, is the so-called Quadrant. (Plate XLVI). This 
(167) 
is the curved portion which Nash introduced in his second 
plan of 1813: a long, gentle concavity extending from 
Piccadilly Circus north, and stopping short ot Oxford Circus. 
In Nash's own report1 he informs us that the precedent for 
the Quadrant is found in the High Street at Oxford, a street 
of distinct medieval origin and aspect. Of course, Nash 
only refers to the layout of High Street, not the succession 
of medieval colleges and churches lining the street. How-
ever, we have already seen where still another precedent for 
the Quadrant existed in England. We refer to T. w. Atwood's 
Paragon in Bath, completed in 1771.2 Although Nash is 
silent regarding the Bath Earagon, its similarity to the 
Quadrant is striking. Not only does it utilize a long, 
concave sweep in composition, but a complete uniformity of 
classical design prevails throughout its entire length. 
This is is marked contrast to the medieval asymmetry or the 
Oxford High Street. 
As it stood when finally completed by Nash,3 the 
lsecond Report, App. XXII A. 
2cr. p. 8o rr. 
3In 1820. The Quadrant which one sees today is Nash's 
only in form. The cast iron colonnades were removed in 1848, 
and the facade rebuilt by Pennethorne. In the 20th century 
Blomtield 1 s florid style erased all earlier vestiges; and, 
in 1927 the entire Quadrant was refaced in its present form. 
Quadrant revealed a remarkable essay in Picturesque town 
planning. The rus in urbe principles basic to the laying 
out of Regent's Park were here applied, in so far as it was 
physically possible, to the city street. In the case of 
Regent Street, its Picturesque qualities are principally 
(168) 
to be found in the irregular massing of houses and terraces, 
in their scenic grouping and asymmetrical silhouettes, and 
in the many details such as the cast iron balconies, 
trellices, and French windows directly inspired by Picturesque 
landscaping. From contemporary developments in the country 
estate, Nash sought here to bring the landscape right into 
the house and, conversely, project the house directly into 
the landscape garden. But in the case of the Quadrant, 
with its absolute uniformity of style, the application of 
these same Picturesque elements is quite different. Here 
it is the relative location of framing Picturesque elements 
that is apparent, for the rond-point on the south (later 
Piccadilly Circus) is, stylistically, Picturesque, while the 
circular domed building to the north which breaks into view 
is a •surprise• in true Reptonian fashion. The pedestrian 
was literally swept along the Quadrant by the repetitive 
rhythm of the Tuscan columns, an endless stoa; then, just 
·as abruptly, the columnar mass ended in a vast open circus, 
or in a maze of astylar building. 
Spatially, the Quadrant is remarkably different from 
the remainder of the Royal Mile. (Plates XLVII and XLVIII). 
It not only introduces a brief interlude of formal spatial 
continuity which is opposed to the unlimited perspective 
and prolonged axis or the street as a whole, but becomes 
at once a middle space-zone between the upper and lower 
sections of the street. On the south, the Quadrant enters 
the open space-form of Piccadilly Circus, a unit which is 
spatially less circus (at least in the Bath usage of that 
form) than rond-point. On the north, the Quadrant breaks 
(169) 
off into a continuous formal axis rigidly framed by tectonic 
masses along its flanks, and by the spatial void of Oxford 
Circus at its terminus. This sector is, with its unlimited 
perspective achieved within narrow boundaries, for all 
purposes a closed spatial form. Hence, we have here a 
section of street in a quadrant form which is framed by 
traditional open and closed space-forms. Now actually the 
Quadrant can be considered a quasi-free space unit in that 
it seeks a spatial release and penetration along its north-
south axis but, due to the structural change in space units, 
it effects only a partial penetration of the framing space. 
As in Dance's earlier Vine Street project, this partial 
spatial penetration does not mean that it fails to success-
fully articulate the void. Wood's Royal Crescent unquestion-
ably possessed an unlimited freedom of spatial penetration, 
but we must not forget that this solid was anchored in open 
country, with the three-dimensional void climaxing in an 
urban area. Utilizing the same form, Nash could not produce 
(170) 
similar spatial characteristics in the formation of a street 
within the historic core of such a metropolis. What Nash 
did achieve here was, however, an eminently successfUl 
adaptation of the crescent form to the complexities of the 
metropolis, and in so doing producing an entirely new 
spatial accent to the urban street. 
In Nash's plan for the creation of Regent Street and 
for the development of Regent's Park, he brought the 
northern terminus of the street to a halt at the huge circus 
which not only intersected the New Road, but introduced the 
1 park. Reference has been made to this circus, with its 
characteristic rond-point atmosphere, even to the inclusion 
of a center anchor created in the form of a church. Work 
was actually begun on the circus in 1812 and, by 1822 the 
2 
entire southern segment was completed. However, about this 
time it was decided to alter Nash's plan by eliminating the 
northern half of the circus, and replacing this segment with 
a park.3 And so, as we view this termination of Regent Street 
today, the half-circle (Park Crescent) faces out onto the 
rectangular Park Square, which in turn leads into Regent's 
Park. (Plate XLIX). Spatially and aesthetically, Park 
Crescent presents a far more satisfactory solution than the 
1cr. p. 150 ft. 
2~i~t·e~,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 2nd ed., St ~ 
3Ibid., p. 185; cr. also the various Reports. 
projected circus, not only as a terminus to Regent Street, 
but as an introduction to the park. The circus would have 
---':--'' -·--' I 
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Figure 31. Diagram Showing John Nash's Projected Plan For 
the New Road Circus; (II), as executed. In (I), A represents 
Portland Place, B, the Circus, c, the Crescent. In (II), 
B represents Park Crescent, c, Park Square. 
prevented any further spatial penetration from Regent Street 
other than a physical extension of Portland Place. This 
narrow perspective would continue without interruption 
through the park along a tree-lined allee, terminating 
(172) 
ultimately in the large crescent which Nash had placed 
(Figure 31) above the Guinguette. Diagram (I) in Figure 31 
reveals a typically classicistic scheme of an open rend-
point with an unlimited horizontal axis. In such a theme, 
space is clearly defined and restricted without any attempt 
at expansion. In fact, space is a two-dimensional quality 
here, as it is in all similar cases. This two-dimensional 
spatial rhythm which was begun along Regent Street above the 
Quadrant is rigidly contained throughout its entire length. 
The rhythm is temporarily interrupted by the three-
dimensional void of the Circus, but it is contained again 
through the park until it climaxes in the distant crescent. 
In (II) of Figure 31, however, the spatial activity is quite 
different. The base solid (Park Crescent) is bisected by 
the axis 
Burton's 
of Portland Place, a theme reminiscent of James 
1 
slightly earlier Cartwright Gardens. Now the 
horizontal axis of Portland Place, with its accompanying 
narrow vista, is not continued beyond the crescent, for 
neither the park allee nor the Guinguette and crescent were 
ever built. Hence we find an entirely different spatial 
rhythm here at Park Crescent from that of the complementary 
Regent Street. The noble, free-standing Ionic colonnades 
(repeating the stoa theme of the Quadrant) of the crescent 
sweep out to embrace the small enclosure to its immediate 
1cf. p. 143 ff. 
1 front, the area now called Park Square, while the two 
terraces flanking Park Square on the east and west serve 
to continue the rhythm initiated by the crescent. These 
terraces are not only comparatively short in length, but 
they stylistically echo the lietmotif of the crescent: a 
parade or noble Ionic columns.2 
(173) 
From Park Crescent the observer's vista sweeps outward 
in an ever-expanding continuum, uniting the natural, free 
space of the park with the restricted spatial complex of the 
city. The penetrated void does not automatically become-
as at Wood's Royal Crescent-a three-dimensional free spatial 
form, for here we find a flat floor level, but with only a 
single bordering element. The diverging vista is framed 
along the east by an endless parade of monumental terraces.3 
However, there is no framing element along the west side of 
the vista, either man-made or topographical; while the frontal 
perspective does not reach a final climax, but is broken up 
by a succession of natural elements. Hance, what results 
here is a spatial form with only two distinct sides, both of 
which are man-made, while the two missing frames lack all 
lBuilt up from 1823-5. Ct. Summerson, John Nash, p. 185 
ff; Dictionary of National Biography. 
2rhese columns are, however, semi-detached on both 
terraces. 
3From Park Crescent northward they are: Cambridge 
Terrace, Chaster Terrace, and, the grandest of all, Cumberland 
Terrace. Their imposing white stucco facades reflect the 
style of the upper stories at Park Crescent. 
(174) 
definition. The trapezoidal form resulting from the spatial 
penetration by the Royal Crescent at Bath results here in a 
vague, frankly amorphous spatial form. Nevertheless, Nash's 
Park Crescent remains as a magnificent testimonial of how the 
curved terrace can effectively penetrate space on the grand 
scale. 
The development of Regent's Park and the creation of 
Nash's Royal Mile early in the 1820's coincides with the 
final phase of those varied London 'improvements• which began 
in the previous century. Nash's ingenious and at the same 
time eminently practical use of both circus and crescent 
ignited the spark which soon produced an almost unparalleled 
popularity for these forms. With the completion of Regent 
Street, Nash finally realized his dream of a demarkation 
line between an artisan, lower-middle class quarter and a 
rigidly stratified aristocratic section. Regent Street 
marked once and for all East from West, a social boundary 
which withstood all social assaults until long after the 
first World War in the 20th century. Now this upper-class 
sector west of Regent Street was not only the scene of 
1 perhaps the greatest of London's 19th century building booms, 
but it was that region par excellance favoring the further 
development of both circus and crescent. The regions to the 
north of London, particularly north Bloomsbury and Camden 
!with the exception of Mayfair, a section more or less 
complete by the last quarter of the 18th century. 
Town, are testimony to active estate-speculation, but this 
area of largely semi-detached villas is, in the main, 
singularly devoid of both circuses and crescents.1 What-
ever the reasons, it was in the more genteel quarters like 
Belgravia, Bayswater, and Kensington that spawned during 
(175) 
these years the circus and crescent in such profuse quantities. 
Both Belgravia and still later the adjacent Pimlico 
were built up in large part of the speculator-builder Thomas 
2 Cubitt, who, ably assisted by a group of brothers in the 
manner of the Adam's, had also completed upper Bloomsbury 
after Burton's passing. But the CUbitts were not alone 1n 
the Belgravla venture. Aside from the usual ambitious albeit 
little-known entrepreneurs, Thomas Cundy the younger, 3 and 
George Basevi4 both played active roles in the development 
of this section. But however interesting the general 
evolution and various architectural features of Belgravia 
may be, only two designs may detain us at this point. They 
are Wilton Crescent and Grosvenor Crescent, both located in 
lThe reader may recall that it was in Camden Town that 
George Dance II planned his twin colossi, the Circus and 
Coliseum, c. 1791. cr. P• 133 ff. Circuses and crescents are 
fairly common in north Marylebone (Gloucester Crescent, 
Morningside, etc.), but they are isolated features and lack all 
relationship to the local complex. 
2cr. Colvin, oR. cit., P• 160 ff.; Summerson, Geor~ian 
London~ p. 177 ff.ost of Belgravia was completed c. 1\46, 
while imlico was not finished until the 1850's. 
3colvin, p. 162 rr. 
4Ibid, p. 63-4. Fbr Basev1 1 s role in the development 
of Kensington, cr. P• 180 tt. 
(176) 
the upper reaches of Belgravia, and immediately north of 
Belgrave Square. (Figure 32). Wilton Crescent was probably 
built from c. 1827 onward, that is, more or less contemporary 
with the remainder of the area. The style here ·generally 
typifies that of the Regency, and particularly that of Nash's 
Greco-Roman phase. Giant terraces consisting of long, 
unified fronts, with the elevations executed either in yellow 
Figure 32. Belgravia, London. Showing Wilton and Grosvenor 
Crescents. c. 1825-1830. 
brick or creamy white stucco are the order of the day. 1 It 
is a florid, monumental style with the main accents placed 
lReminisoeilt of Park Ore scent and even more so of Nash 1 s 
Carlton House Terrace (1827 onwardJ, and Buckingham Palace 
(1825 on.). 
(177) 
either on the giant pilaster or column, powerful pediments 
and balustrades, or towering terminal pavilions. The build-
1 
er here chose to utilize two quadrant terraces reminiscent 
of Cartwright Gardens and Park Crescent, that is, a short 
street bisecting the crescent, with the front facing out 
either upon a park-like enclosure or a lengthy terrace. 
In this case the bisecting street (Wilton Place, running 
off Knightsbridge) enters the crescent at an oblique angle. 
This oblique entrance, coupled with the very short axis of 
Wilton Place, not only destroys any attempts made to emulate 
the classicistic, monumental entrance which Nash achieved in 
the Portland Place-Park Crescent passage, but even lacks 
that Picturesque quality of the surprise entrance effected 
in the Brock Street-Royal Crescent passage at Bath. Wilton 
Place is here no more than a small, inconspicuous street 
containing a bare minimum of aesthetic and spatial qualities. 
The spatial penetration to the front of Wilton Crescent 
is again, no more satisfactory than the rear axial entrance. 
The crescent itself is monumental in size and in appearance, 
2 
with a 530-foot horizontal axis. But, aside from the small 
patch of greenery echoing the form of the crescent, the entire 
frontage is blocked by the huge south terrace; and, the only 
outlet directly to the front is in the two side streets which 
lpossibly Seth-Smith. 
2compared to the 538-foot axis of Bath's Royal Crescent, 
and the 700-foot horizontal axis described by Nash's Park 
Crescent. 
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form an axial extension to the lower Belgrave Square. The 
resultant space-form is thus a closed one, with no attempt 
made to articulate space beyond the natural confines of the 
base-solid. 
Grosvenor Crescent (Figure 32), a short street enter-
ing the Wilton Crescent-Belgrave Square complex from the 
northeast, is equally unsatisfactory. Stylistically, it 
displays the same monumental, Greco-Homan elevation of 
colossal pilasters, prominent pediments, and terminal 
pavilions seen at Wilton Crescent and much of the remainder 
of Belgravia. It 1 s form vaguely echoes Nash's Quadrant, but 
it is only an echo, for the crescent describes the most 
subtle of curves from end to end; and, it is only 850 feet 
in length from Grosvenor Place to Belgrave Square. Spatially, 
it is reminiscent of Wilton Place in its lack of effective 
penetration. The dynamic change in spatial rhythm experi-
enced in the transition from Piccadilly Circus to the Quadrant 
is missing here. There is no change in spatial penetration 
from Grosvenor Place to the crescent, and, none at all when 
the street comes to an end at the northeast corner of Belgrave 
Square. In fact, Grosvenor Crescent is nothing more than a 
curved street, a vague crescent lacking the most fundamental 
qualities common to that form, but it is one which was to 
become increasingly common in the laying out of the newer 
cities in Britain. 
Prior to the speculative onslaught upon Kensington, 
the last great estate development in London took place in 
the Bayswater section of Paddington, immediately to the 
northwest of Hyde Park. Plans were approved and building 
began during the mid-1820's under the direction of s. P. 
(179) 
1 Cockerell. However, upon his death in 1827 control shifted 
to the architect George Gutch; and, it is principally due 
to Gutch's planning that Bayswater owes its distinctive 
character. In that area formed by the triangle of Edgware 
Road on the northeast and Bayswater Road on the south, 
Gutch succeeded in creating a whole series or streets, 
squares, and crescents, mostly between the years 1830-1836, 
although much building dragged on into the 1850•s. Among 
these are Sussex Square, Gloucester Square, and Hyde Park 
Square. 2 But by far the most ambitious scheme or all was 
the layout of that area bordered by Oxford Square and 
Cambridge Square, seen in Figure 33. In general, the layout 
is similar to the Place Stanislaus complex at Nancy, that 
is, a series or related squares arranged along a common 
horizontal axis. Starting from the Edgware Road entrance, 
two large racing crescents carve out an enormous area, 
bounded on the east and west by Oxford and Cambridge Squares 
respectively, with a large terrace located in the center. 
lor. Summerson, Georfian London, p. 179; w. Robins, 
Paddin~ton: Past and Pres nt, LOndon, 1853; H. R. Hitchcock, 
Early !ctor!an Architecture in Britain, 2 vols, New Haven, 
195~. 
2Gutch was probably not the designer of the individual 
houses here. Much of this work was possibly done by George L. 
Taylor. 
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Figure 33. Section of Bayswater, London. c. 1830 onward 
by George Gutch and others. 
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From the south crescent (Hyde Park Crescent) three streets 
fan outward, but the center thoroughfare, which also continues 
the axis of the Edgware Road entrance, is the key element 
here. This axis unites two successive squares, Gloucester 
Square, and, further west, Sussex Square. But deliberately 
avoided a mere repetition of the earlier Nancy scheme of 
classically grouped squares; instead of the dominant axis 
bisecting all three space-forms, it bisects the first unit 
formed by the two crescents, and flanks both of the lower 
squares. Now the entire theme here is certainly not new. 
Dance had achieved an outstanding success in the axial 
grouping of the Mlnories project, which in turn owed its 
arrangement to the Bath complex; and, John Nash had earlier 
produced a similar spatial grouping in the Regent Street-
Regent's Park layout. Even in Belgravia speculators turned 
out a series or loosely-grouped squares, streets, and 
crescents, although with little insight into proper axial 
arrangement. However, the Norfolk Crescent-Gloucester 
Square-Sussex Square complex is not merely a formal group-
ing of separate spatial forms along a common axis.- Instead, 
we find here a system of spatial rhythms of an uncommon 
order. The axis itself extends tor almost a half-mile from 
the Edgware Road entrance to its final terminus beyond Sussex 
Square. Now a broad avenue linking up three separate squares 
along a 2500-foot axis would normally be considered a late-
Baroque, classicistic exercise in the utilization of the 
limitless vista. Here the horizontal axis is not the 
dominant element, but merely the· controlling factor behind 
(182) 
an otherwise flexible design. Perhaps the most character-
istic element 1n Gutch's plan is the quality of spatial 
change, one which derives from the Bath complex, and a 
veritable hallmark of the Picturesque tradition. The 
pedestrian entering from Edgware Road is immediately startled 
by the airyness and relative informality of the entire lay-
out. The two large crescents face each other across an 
unencumbered void separated by a 750-foot horizontal axis, a 
scheme recalling Dance's Alfred Place. However, spatial 
penetration is more sophisticated and telling than in the 
earlier example, for the expanding perspective produced by 
the two crescents is not channeled along a central axis, 
but is diverted along both sides of the center terrace which 
serves as a detached prolongation of the central axis. The 
pedestrian is carried along both sides of the square to the 
opposite crescent. Here a remarkable change of spatial pace 
sets in, for the vista is suddenly funneled off into the 
horizontal axis leading to Sussex Square. Now up to this 
point the horizontal axis of the Oxford Square-Cambridge 
Square spatial form contains little or no significance. 
However, from the moment it bisects Hyde Park Crescent until 
its final climax on Bayswater Road it is the controlling 
spatial factor. It does not become still another class-
icistic allee, for the twin space-forms of Gloucester 
Square and Sussex Square break into the axis, thereby 
weakening the spatial penetration within the narrow 
boundaries of the axis. In fact, these two squares occupy 
the greater portion of the axis's southern segment. The 
final result in the Bayswater project is a highly-effective 
town planning scheme which depends essentially for its 
unusual effects upon traditional themes, such as the 
Bloomsbury-type squares, an axial alignment of parts, and 
(183) 
the free spatial forms of Bath: but also one which admirably 
succeeded in a rus in urbe emphasis upon an open and expansive 
flexibility in the introduction of natural spatial forma 
1 
into the urban scene. 
Parallel with George Gutch 1s development of the 
Paddington estate during the 1830's came the rapid build-up 
of the area to the west of Belgravia and to the south of 
Hyde Park, the modern Kensington. South Kensington, lying 
directly south of Kensington Gardens, was the first section 
to be built, although work was still going on into the 1860 1 s, 
while north Kensington, extending north from Holland Park 
and Kensington Gardens, was only begun from the 1840's and 
extends will into the late-Victorian epoch. For the purposes 
of this study, only two select areas will be examined: (i), 
a segment girdling Brompton Road; and, (ii), the Netting Hill 
lAs in Nash's Regent Street and the Regent's Park . 
terraces, and in much of Belgravia, this Picturesque variety 
in Bayswater is enhanced by the style. The terraces are 
four and five storied and covered with a creamy white stucco. 
The leitmotif of Gutch's work is the Doric porch and a 
ponderous center bay with engaged Corinthian columns. 
area of north Kensington. Both of these developments are 
eminently illustrative of the late-Georgian and early-
Victorian utilization of both the circus and crescent in 
London urban planning. 
(184) 
To that section of south Kensington bordering Chelsea, 
we are primarily indebted to the efforts of George Basevi, 
1 the brilliant pupil or John Soane. Although his role here, 
2 
as in Belgravia, is none too clear, we know that he was 
appointed surveyor to the Smith's Charity estate in Chelsea 
in 1829 and, in the same year received a similar appointment 
to the adjacent estate of a Mr. Alexander in Kensington. 3 
Hence, we can safely date the architecture here as having 
begun about 1830, and probably completed by 1850.4 The 
principal elements in the plan are: Pelham Crescent on the 
south end of Brompton Road; Egerton Crescent, Egerton 
Terrace, and Egerton Gardens constituting a complex on the 
northern segment of Brompton Road. (Figure 34). (Plate L). 
Pelham Crescent is the earliest element in the 
composition, being laid out by George Basevi about 1830. 
(Plate LI). In form it describes a long, deep semi-circle 
lcr. Colvin, op. cit., P• 63-4. 
2Basevi designed many of the great terraces in Belgrave 
Square. 
3cr. Colvin, p. 63. 
4summerson, in Georgian London, p. 288, dates Pelham 
Crescent c. 1820-30. This would seem to be far too early in 
light of Basev1 1 s appointment, while the early-Victorian style 
of the Egerton group indicates a date of at least the late . 
1840's• 
(18.5} 
with a 490-foot horizontal axis. The deep green here, 
which was laid out at the same time as the crescent, repeats 
Figure 34. South Kensington, London, Showing Pelham Crescent, 
Part or Brompton Road, and Egerton Crescent Complex. George 
Basevi, et al, c. 1830-.50. 
the flexible shape or the crescent, and races along the 
shallow bulge or Brompton Road. A short street with a 
slight curvature bisects the crescent from the rear in a 
form which was, by this time, common to most or the London 
crescents, and connects up with Pelham Street further west. 
Stylistically, the treatment of the elevations reflects the 
late-Regency mania for generously applying a heavy veneer or 
(186) 
creamy stucco over brick, but it nevertheless departs in the 
main from the ponderous monumentality of Belgravia and 
Bayswater. It is actually more closely related to the resort 
style of Brighton, Worthing, and Cheltenham in its decorative 
aspect. Basevi•s style, however, is one of·great simplicity, 
with a parade of four-storied terraces interrupted by slight 
terminal projections. The plain windows are set in deep 
reveals; and, the only break in an otherwise plain surface 
1 
is seen in the use of iron balconies along the second floor. 
However, these correspond to the projected entablature of 
the lower basement porches, which are free-standing in the 
Regency manner. 
Moving north along the undulating Brompton Road, we 
come to the relatively small but highly organized Egerton 
complex. Although the style here has little in common 
with the usual neo-Greek work or Basevi (its admixture of 
Gothic and Renaissance detail is more in tune to the 
Victorian climate of the 150 1 s and 1 60 1 s in Kensington), we 
2 know that he was responsible for much of the development 
of this area until his death in 1845.3 Egerton Crescent is 
the principal element in this complex, and also the largest 
lWith the exception of the basement, the style derives 
from the upper stories of Park Crescent, while the free-
standing porches undoubtedly come from the earlier Bayswater 
examples. 
2nictionary of Architecture, Architectural Publication 
Society, ed. by Wyatt Papworth, London, 1848-92. 
3such as the near-by Thurloe Square and Sydney Place. 
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in size. Its shallow, semi-elliptical form is almost as 
large as Pelham Crescent, and it is considerably higher in 
elevation. However, the green is comparatively small, 
fronting the straight terrace before Egerton Gardens. This 
latter form is a very short terrace with the mcst subtle of 
curves, and is dwarfted by the tall crescent. The horizontal 
axis of Egerton Gardens is formed by a long terrace, with 
entrance and egress on both ends only, while the penetrated 
void immediately to its front is filled with a large, tree-
studded green. 
The Pelham Crescent-Egerton Crescent complex is a 
classic example of the free handling of the circus and 
crescent in the interpenetration of exterior space by 19th 
century British town planners. Aside from the creation of 
the Edinburgh New Town of the same period, this freedom of 
spatial penetration within the confines of the large urban 
center was nowhere more apparent than in the Kensington 
section of London, for here we find a situation where both 
circus and crescent form the nucleus of an entire township. 
In the case of the south Kensington complex, the undulating 
section of Brompton Road forms a spatially Picturesque con-
trast to the straight section of the street on the north, and 
the straight southern segment extending into FUlham Road. 
This serpentine segment, extending for about ~hree-eighths 
of a mile in length, not only functions as a separate spatial 
form, such as the Regent Street Quadrant, but it also serves 
{188) 
as the backbone of the entire complex, uniting the flexible 
forms on both ends of the undulating axis. On the south, 
the convex segment of Brompton Road merges with Pelham 
Crescent; and, where the two distinct forms meet, create an 
entirely different spatial sensation from that found on the 
street. Pelham Crescent itself is a solid which, due to its 
form, size, and scale penetrates a frontal void in oblique 
directions. It creates a diverging vista which does not 
come to a halt at the frontal green, but is carried beyond 
in an ever-expanding perspective until it climaxes along the 
opposite side of Brompton Road. What results here at Pelham 
Crescent is then a free space-form in the tradition of the 
Royal Crescent at Bath. A consistency in scale and an 
adequacy of size combine to produce an absolute freedom in 
spatial penetration, creating at once a city square and form-
ing an organic part of the incoming street. 
Moving north along the axis of Brompton Road, we come 
next to the Egerton Crescent complex (Figure 35), a unit 
forming the northern terminus to the bulge of the axis in 
the same manner that Pelham Crescent forms the southern 
terminus of the street. Although the Egerton Crescent 
complex forms a highly-effective unit of town planning which 
is distinct from its surroundings, it is nevertheless a part 
of that spatial rhythm of the Pelham Crescent-Brompton Road 
complex. Like Pelham Crescent, the Egerton complex forms an 
organic part of Brompton Road, with the group layed out more 
or less parallel to the curvature of the street. And, although 
Brompton Road actually by-passes the Egerton complex, much 
of its spatial rhythm is continued in the creation of that 
latter unit. This spatial penetration or Egerton Crescent 
from the accelerated continuum or Brompton Road effectively 
' 
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Figure 35. Kensington, London. Showing Section of Brompton 
Road and Egerton Crescent Complex. 
unites the two groups, both spatially and physically. However, 
the physical make-up of the constituent elements in the 
(190) 
Egerton complex is such that a spatial penetration from 
any one of the units is indeed limited. As an example, let 
us examine Egerton Crescent, The scale of the crescent is 
not only too great relative to the frontal void, but it tends 
to adumbrate the short terrace fronting the green, which 
also serves as the climax to the vista from the crescent. 
Much the same can also be said concerning Egerton Gardens. 
This shallow, semi-elliptical terrace is in essence a closed 
space-form, for not only is the frontal void closed by the 
horizontal terrace separating Egerton Gardens from Egerton 
Crescent, and the entrances from both wings, but the scale 
of both the base solid and the surrounding elements is so 
great that the penetrated void is almost overwhelmed by 
these elements; and, what little space remains is occupied 
by the more or less permanent aspect of the tree-filled 
green. 
The tremendous freedom in utilizing such flexible 
forms as the circus and crescent to articulate the urban 
space or west London, a freedom which becomes all the more 
apparent when seen in the context or the medieval chaos of 
the adjacent areas, was continued in the development of 
north Kensington, particularly in the creation of the 
Ladbroke Grove estate, an area corresponding to the present-
dayNotting Hill. Details remain obscure, but the surveyor 
and possibly planner and architect for the estate may have 
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1 been Thomas Allom. Work was probably begun on the vast 
area (bounded on the east by Kensington Park Road, on the 
west by Clarendon Road, and on the south by Bayswater Road) 
shortly after 1840, but it was well into the 1850's before 
the estate was finally complete, The Ladbroke Grove estate 
not only marks the high tide of estate development in western 
London during the 19th century, but it is by all odds the 
most spectacular in a long series of 'improvements' stretch-
ing back to the 18th century. The site itself is indeed 
striking. Netting Hill is one of the highest areas of London, 
commanding a powerful view of Holland Park and Kensington 
Gardens to the south, and the reaches of Hammersmith and 
Paddington to the north. And, due perhaps to the vastness 
of the site and the relatively low value of the land, Allom 
created here a complex of streets-each one taking full 
advantage of the natural contour of the land-complete with 
semi-detached houses which was unsurpassed in its grandness 
of seale and flexibility by way of the London improvements. 
In its powerful emphasis upon natural landscape and a high 
ratio of land to building, Notting Hill is reminiscent of 
Bath, Here the landscape has been successfully introduced 
into the urban scene: the final 19th century triumph of rus 
in urbe, 
The style of the terraces and semi-detached villas 
lor Allason; ef. Colvin, op, cit,, p. 39-40; Dictionary 
of Architecture; Hitchcock, op. cit., p, 442 ff, 
constituting Ladbroke Grove is of little artistic worth, 
and has still less significance in our study at hand. It 
is typically early Victorian in its generous application of 
debased classical and Italianate features, but here applied 
on a smaller and more domestic scale than on the ponderous 
piles in Belgravia and Bayswater. Of major significance, 
however, is the marvelous freedom seen in the execution of 
the project, one which has as its antecedents the circus 
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and crescents at Bath, and which at the same time looks for-
ward to the 20th century garden city. 
The Ladbroke Grove project was monumental in the extreme. 
over 3100 feet in length, Ladbroke Grove (the principal 
artery) bisected the entire development from its northern 
perimeter along Cornwall Crescent to Bayswater Road on the 
south. The largest crescent alone (out of six similar forms 
in the development) has a horizontal axis of almost 1000 
feet, while the smallest, Stanley Crescent, spans an axis of 
660 feet. Even by the standards of Bath these crescents take 
on major proportions. From Bayswater Road on the south the 
land rises gradually until reaching the summit of Netting 
Hill. Here Allom wisely sited both Lansdowne and Stanley 
Crescents, each facing across a 675-foot open green and 
along the rim of the summit. From this vantage point Netting 
Hill slopes away in sharp bounds until reaching the level 
terrain north of Cornwall Crescent. Along this northern 
slope are located Lansdowne Road, Elgin Crescent, Blenheim 
Figure 36. Section of Ladbroke Grove., London. Thomas 
Allom, o. 1840-58. 
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Crescent, and Cornwall Crescent, each 200 to 300 feet apart, 
and radiating outward in a manner remini~cent of topographical 
contour lines. 
The panoramic vista from the reverse slope of Ladbroke 
Grove is truly magnificent: we are at once reminded of the 
bella vista accent at Priene, Pergamum, and Bath. In fact, 
the similarity of the Ladbroke Grove development with its 
series of concentric convex crescents to the 18th century 
examples at Bath is striking; and, aside from the Edinburgh 
New Town, Ladbroke Grove realizes the dream of Bath more 
perfectly than any urban development in 19th century Britain. 
The Lansdown-Somerset Crescent, Cavendish Crescent, Royal 
Crescent, Circus, and the Norfolk Crescent complex which over-
looks Bath and the Avon valley is not only sited to fully 
exploit all the advantages of the bella vista, but to freely 
penetrate exterior space within definite bounds. At Bath, 
this spatial interpenetration embraced both natural land-
scape and urban space. Now Allom1 s concentric crescents are 
layed out with the same factors in mind. Each crescent is 
sited to face in towards the summit and center of the complex, 
thus creating a series of convex units, while at Bath each 
crescent is concave in form and so faces outward and away 
from the core of the group. But in both cases there is a 
similar spatial penetration. Not only is each crescent 
placed on a different topographical level, but a wide expanse 
of natural terrain separates each unit; and, the scale of the 
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terraces and semi-detached villas (each only two-stories 
high) is perfectly attuned to the character of the landscape 
and the distances involved. Every crescent here not only 
penetrates a wide-angle space-form of its own, but each form 
overlaps and merges with the adjacent unit. They serve both 
as stationary, fixed points of three-dimensional reference, 
and as the demarkation line indicating a passage from urban 
to rural space. 
We have indicated that the main characteristic of Allom 1 s 
Ladbroke Grove estate is-like Bath-the effective fusion of 
natural, rural space with man-made, urban space; and, 
incidentally, once again introducing a rus in urbe quality. 
In both cases a series of more-or-less concentric crescents 
is utilized to create free spatial forms around a prominent 
topographical landmark. There is, however, one outstanding 
difference in the London project which bears investigation. 
We refer to the effective fusion here of both flexible elements 
such as the crescent with the relatively rigid and static 
forms of a grid-iron plan. The Bath complex strove to 
articulate exterior space principally through the twin media 
of circus and crescent; and, where both the grid-iron and 
crescent exist together, we find no organic connection 
between the two forms. Now this disparity between two 
structurally dissimilar forms does not exist in Ladbroke 
Grove. It can be determined from Figure 36 that Allom 
planned from the very beginning in creating an entirely new 
town made up of both of these forms. With the exception of 
(196) 
Stanley Crescent, the whole eastern side of Ladbroke Grove 
consists of a series of parallel streets running off the 
bisecting artery of Ladbroke Grove. However, these streets 
are not isolated phenomena, for the wide, sweeping crescents 
which characterize the western hal£ of the estate merge with 
these same streets at the central axis of Ladbroke Grove, 
thus bringing together two disparate forms. Now a system 
such as this may well lack the comparative freedom character-
istic of the Bath complex, but it was nevertheless one which 
was readily adapted to the !numerable restrictions of the 19th 
century London scene; and, what is more, one which provided 
adequate housing for a large population. As a housing estate 
it contained the spaciousness and scenic atmosphere of the 
more aristocratic Bath complex with the economy of the middle 
class urban development. And, in its freedom in handling 
diverse spatial forms, it looks,ahead to the garden city 
1 
utopia envisioned by Ebenezer Howard and the 20th century's 
emphasis upon an urban decentralization. 
!Particularly the first two garden cities in Britain, 
such as Letchworth (1903) and Welwyn (1920), both near London. 
Howard's influential book, To-morrow, first appeared in 1898. 
The 3rd edition, called Garden Cities of To-morrow, appeared 
in 1902. 
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The Diffusion of the Circus and Crescent in Britain 
In the previous section we discussed at some length the 
role of the circus and crescent in the formation of a greater 
London, a period extending from the mid-Georgian epoch to the 
early-Victorian era of the 19th century. We found that both 
circus and crescent-particularly the latter-were most character-
istic in their influence upon contemporary town planning 
practices. Although neither of these forms ever entirely 
succeeded in dominating an urban spatial complex on the scale 
of the Bath prototype, the examples found at London were 
upheld as models of circus-crescent development in many of 
the smaller towns of a later age. While towns such as Clifton, 
Exeter, Torquay, and Bournmouth owe much of their 19th 
century character to the Bath archetype, many of the later 
Regency resorts were directly inspired by earlier work at 
London, particularly Brighton, Worthing, Hastings, and even, 
to some extent, Edinburgh. 
Bristol by its very proximity to Bath was destined to 
enjoy if to 
that city. 
a less illustrious degree-many of the glories of 
1 Queen Square at Bristol (c. 1700-1727) not only 
reflects the influence of the Bloomsbury-type squares, but it 
lFor the development of Bristol, cr. Ison, W. The 
Geor,ian Buildings or Bristol, London, 1951; Dening~.F.W., 
The 8th Century Architecture or Bristol, Bristol, 1923; 
Nicholls, J.F., and Taylor, J.: Bristol: Past and Present, 
1881-2. 
parallels Wood the elder's Queen Square at Bath. Bristol 
became acquainted with Wood at first-hand when, in 1743, he 
erected that powerful model of English Palladianiam, the 
1 Corn Exchange. However, aside from the Georgian aspect 
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that was Bristol's prior to the late war, ita moat dis-
tinctive and rewarding features are found in suburban 
Clifton. The creation of an entirely new town here from the 
1780 1 a onward, in direct imitation of the Bath archetype, is 
one of the most outstanding achievements in the development 
of the crescent form in Britain. No leas than seven 
crescenta of major proportions penetrate the lofty spaces 
of Clifton; and, what is equally remarkable is the time-
limit involved in their evolution. The building mania which 
Bath had experienced during much of the 18th century now 
spread to near-by Bristol, and to suburban Hotwella and 
Clifton. With few exceptions, all of the crescents were begun 
during the frenzied building boom from c. 1785 onward, and 
all came to a sudden and totally unexpected standstill about 
1793 in the nation-wide economic depression. As a result, 
Clifton's many crescenta remained uncompleted and in the main 
unoccupied until, phoenix-like, they arose from the ashes of 
economic despondency about 1805. Building made great strides 
from that date onward, although with considerably less frenzy 
and naive enthusiasm than that marking the epoch of the '80 1a, 
lwood, John:·A Description of the Exchange of Bristol, 
1745. 
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Before discussing the spatial characteristics of the 
Clifton crescents, a few words must be said concerning the 
style of these structures. From the very beginning, the 
inspiration was quite evidently from Bath, particularly the 
Royal Crescent. Although in direct imitation of these ex-
amples, the Clifton crescents fall far short of their proto-
types. The earliest of all is the Colonnade at Hotwells, 
1 begun auspiciously about 1786. The Colonnade is in reality 
nothing more than a short segmental building along the lines 
of the Pantiles at Tunbridge Wells and Bath Street at Bath, 
with a recessed ground floor, a colonnaded promenade, and a 
second story above the colonnade. The latter consists of 
stone Tuscan columns with an exaggerated intercolumniation, 
while the remainder of the structure, executed in red brick, 
consists of iron balconies accompanying each window (un-
questionably added at a later date), and flat-arched heads 
of voussoirs over the recessed windows. 
The simple and somewhat restrained style of the 
Hotwells Colonnade was continued in Berkeley Crescent and the 
adjacent Berkeley Square, begun soon after 1787 by Thomas 
2 Paty and his sons. The crescent here is merely a shallow 
five-bay quadrant, with the two end bays serving as terminal 
wings. The only articulation in an otherwise severe elevation 
lcf. Ison, op. cit., p. 213 ff. The architect here was 
Samuel Powell. 
2Ibid, P• 39-43; 226 ff. 
is seen in the dressed stone pilasters defining each bay, 
and the flat stone voussoirs. On the second story the low, 
wrought iron balconies are, like those at the Colonnade, of 
a later date. 
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The red-brick style of Hotwell 1 s crescents was, however, 
all-too short lived. From 1790 a more monumental style-which 
is to say a more correct classical idiom-supplanted these 
last vestiges of an earlier era. Windsor Terrace, perched 
dizzily high above the Avon river, although far from typify-
ing the new style, marks a decisive departure from the old 
order. The architect may well have been John Eveleigh of 
Bath, for both the siting and style are reminiscent of that 
1 
designer's own Camden Crescent in that town. Although the 
original design was never carried through, Windsor Terrace 
was stone-faced, as opposed to the earlier brick style. The 
tall, rusticated basement contains round-headed openings, 
while the upper stories are articulated by giant fluted 
Corinthian pilasters, and surmounted by a prominent modillion 
cornice with open balustrade. While this imposing essay in 
the Palladian idiom may have been directly inspired by 
Eveleigh's Camden Crescent, the original source was uncontest-
ably Wood's Queen Square at Bath (1727) and, still later, the 
Exchange at Bristol (1743). But the Palladian style of the 
Woods never succeeded in conquering Clifton. In fact, 
1cf. Ison, op. cit., P• 226 ff. Camden Crescent was 
begun in 1788. 
Windsor Terrace found no imitators in the later development 
of the Town's crescents. Instead, a more delicate and 
serene terrace style more in keeping with current Regency 
practices soon supplanted it. 
1 Cornwallis Crescent was begun in 1791, but due to 
(201) 
the interruption of the 1793 depression, it was not completed 
until the 1820 1 s. Next to the Royal York Crescent, it is the 
grandest in scale of all the Clifton crescents, containing 
2 
no less than thirty-four houses. (Plate LII). The concave 
south side, which is actually the rear of the crescent, 
looks across to the Avon valley,,and it is by far the most 
imposing of the two sides. Each bay in the elevation is 
clearly defined by plain pilasters, with a heavily rusti-
cated podium. An unusual feature of this side is a wide 
terrace supported by huge vaults, each rusticated arch 
corresponding to a bay of the crescent. The principal 
entrance on the convex north aide is, strangely enough, 
surfaced in brick and dressed with stone, although the ex-
posed brickwork has been stuccoed in the best tradition of 
the Regency, in marked contrast to the more monumental stone 
treatment of the south elevation. Surface articulation is 
limited here to the wide, shallow cornice, with the usual 
voussoirs dyed into the wall surface. 
lcf. Ison, p. 231 ff. It was possibly designed by 
William Paty. 
2rhe original plan called for a segment of forty 
houses. 
Royal York Crescent, by far the largest crescent in 
Clifton, was begun about 1790, although again not brought 
to completion until c. 1820. (Plate LIII), William Paty 
was possibly the architect here, although John Eveleigh 
1 
may have submitted the original scheme for the crescent. 
(202) 
Royal York Crescent is almost a throwback to the early brick 
Hotwells style, for it is entirely faced with this material, 
although it has been long since re-faced with stucco. The 
ensemble consists of forty-six houses, forty of them con-
tained within the immense segment, with three constituting 
each of the terminal returns. The elevation is three-
storied, with each bay defined by plain stone pilasters ex-
tending up to join the entablature and plain parapet, 
Windows here are the usual square-headed sash types, made 
conspicuous by the five stepped-up voussoirs dyed into the 
wall surface, and the cast-iron balconies with tent-shaped 
verandas, many executed in the Gothic style of a later age. 
Recalling the south side of Cornwallis Crescent is the power-
full terrace here which is raised by vaults far above the 
level of the lower roadway, its front consisting of a wall 
pierced by blind arcades and long flights of stairs extending 
down at intervals from the terrace walk. As a whole, the 
style here is fairly representative of much of the Clifton 
scene, particularly the terraces: stucco-faced brick or 
1cr. !son, p. 228 ff. Its attribution to Eveleigh seems 
to this writer highly unlikely in view of the powerful 
Palladianism of his Camden Crescent, and the mannered style 
of Somerset Place at Bath. 
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dressed stone with little surface animation aside from the 
iron balconies and trellised verandas of the first floor 
windows. 
The Paragon, unique among all the Clifton crescents, 
was only started after the economic disorders of 1793. This 
small crescent (by Clifton standards) was begun in 1809 by 
1 
John Drew, and completed c. 1815 by Stephen Hunter. (Plate 
LIV). What is most unusual here is the layout of the unit, 
a reversed crescent, with its principal or convex side 
facing the Avon valley, while the concave front, which is 
actually the entrance, looks up to the higher slopes of the 
town. The style of the convex echoes the early-Regency 
theme of the Royal York Crescent and Cornwallis Crescent: 
an elevation composed of dressed freestone, with unfluted 
pilast~rs separating each bay. While the podium is heavily 
rusticated, the ground story is brought into higher relief 
through a series of prominent trellised verandas. As at 
Cornwallis and Royal York Crescents, a wide terrace extends 
out as a relieving wall towards the Avon, complete with an 
open balustrade. A feature not found on any of the earlier 
crescents at Clifton (nor for that matter, at Bath) is the 
straight alignment of each bay; that is, no single section 
of the crescent is actually curved. The concave or entrance 
front here is given far more emphasis than is normally seen 
cr. Ison, p. 235 rr. 
in a terrace arrangement. This is most unusual, for it was 
eminently characteristic of English building practices to 
1 
completely disregard the rear of the urban dwelling. 
(204}. 
Although the elevation here remains three-storied, it is now 
only two-windows wide instead of the three on the reverse 
side. The basement is again rusticated, but now each bay 
contains a sharply-projecting bow front for the door which, 
indidentally, also follows the line of the bow. In place of 
the usual plain windows with dyed-in voussoirs stepped up to 
the keystone, the architect here reverted back to more 
classical models, for each of the windows are brought into 
bold relief by the use of moulded architraves, friezes, and 
cornices. This unusual blend of the Regency bow front with 
a monumental, classical super-structure produced here a model 
strikingly out of place in the Clifton scene. 
It can be seen from this abbreviated discussion of the 
Clifton crescents that, stylistically, they pursue a fairly 
• 
even course in their evolution. From the short-lived red-
brick style of the late-1780 1s, seen in the Colonnade at 
Hotwells and Berkeley Crescent, the crescent form passed 
into the most eclectic phase of the early Regency, character-
ized here by dressed freestone or stuccoed brick, rusticated 
basements, and iron trellised verandas. With the single ex-
ception of Windsor Terrace, which is clearly based upon an 
!The rear of such aristocratic London squares as 
Berkeley, St. James, and Grosvenor, and of Edinburgh's 
Charlotte Square, are barely above the level of slums. 
(205) 
outmoded Palladian theme, all of the Clifton crescents 
conform to this local motif. The Olifton crescent-form 
reveals little in the way of stylistic variation; and, when 
compared to the near-by crescents at Bath, they appear quite 
retardataire. 
Although the many crescents at Clifton offer little that, 
on the whole, could be considered stylistically novel, it is 
something else again with their varied spatial characteristics. 
Like Bath and, at a later date, Edinburgh, the outstanding 
architectural features here are the numerous crescents. In 
fact, the planning of Clifton is essentially an exercise in 
the plastic modeling of urban space through the medium of the 
1 
crescent-form. We have seen where in London serious efforts 
were made to affix these Raumformen upon the character of the 
city. However, circus and.crescent succeeded in dominating 
exterior space only on a limited scale within that metropolis, 
and then only in the newer, mushrooming suburbs such as 
Bayswater and Kensington. Bath, Edinburgh, and Clifton are 
outstanding as the circus and crescent's supreme achievement 
in the realm of British town planning, for never before or 
since were these forms applied in urban design to such an 
unlimited extent. Although there seems little doubt that 
Clifton is the weak partner in this famous urban triad, for 
a conscious modeling of urban space with these forms was 
1 cr. Sec. III, p. 117 ff. 
(206} 
never applied as deliberately or successfully as in the other 
cities, it nevertheless deserves our attention for many of 
the spatial problems which it both poses and solves. 
From the very beginning, the crescents of suburban 
Bristol were located to deliberately exploit all the scenic 
possibilities of their surroundings. Like Bath and the New 
Town of Edinburgh, Hotwells and Clifton are located upon 
commanding sites to the west of Bristol; and, both are 
physically linked to the near-by urban complex of Bristol. 
From these hills they look out not only upon the undulating 
Avon valley to the south and west, but down to Bristol on 
the east. To show how closely many of these space-forms 
paralleled the Bath prototypes, let us examine the earliest 
of the Bristol crescents, the Colonnade at Hotwells, built 
from c. 1786 onward. It is extremely small in scale, actually 
not even a full crescent, for Rock House, the hotel built at 
an earlier date, abuts it on the left. We can see from 
Figure 37 that Rock House is also advanced far forward of the 
building line or the crescent, not only blocking part of the 
vista from the crescent, but leaving the entire unit in 
comparative isolation. 
When the Colonnade was built along the present Hotwell 
Road, it was designed (aside from providing a convenient 
promenade shelter for visitors to the Hotwell) principally 
to furnish a panoramic vista of the surrounding countryside. 
It does, in fact, retain all of the qualities of the bella 
(207) 
vista, recalling both the Bath examples and the ancient 
theatre. The short arms of the crescent sweep out to embrace 
a panoramic view to the west: directly in front, the 
declivitous slopes falling away to the Avon and Bristol, and 
further north, the steep cliffs of the Avon gorge, However, 
unlike most of the more famous crescents at Bath, the 
penetrated void is not defined by man-made objects or even 
Figure 37. The Colonnade, Hotwells, Bristol. C, 1786. 
topographical landmarks• but by perspectives, The direct-
ional perspective effect is diverging, created by the 
natural form of the Colonnade, although this spatial expansion 
is only fully realized along the northern perimeter, On the 
southern end the -Rock House breaks into the crescent, not 
only interrupting the directional perspective at this end, 
but the penetrated void. 
However pleasing the bella vista aspect of the Colonnade 
may be, as pure planning it contains certain deficiencies. 
(208) 
The structure itself is incomplete, for Rock House breaks 
into the natural curvature of the crescent before ita logical 
termination. Due to its location along the rim of a cliff, 
it became from the very beginning an isolated phenomenon, 
unrelated both structurally and spatially to any other 
building in the vicinity. It is in essence merely a self-
contained, limited space-form, with no attempt made to create 
a nucleus for further urban organization. 
The next important crescent at Clifton, Windsor Terrace 
is, however, more in keeping with the tradition of Bath. 
This short terrace of ten houses is located immediately to 
the north of Hotwells and to the west of Bristol, barely 
within the confines of Clifton. Its location on Hansman's 
Hill is indeed magnificent, with the crescent forming a bold 
parapet along the edge of a rocky cliff. From this dizzy 
summit, the terrace faces outward to the south in a wide-
angle panorama which embraces Hotwells on a lower level, and 
the meandering Avon on ita westward course to the Severn, a 
bella vista in the tradition of the Greek theatre capturing 
a view of the downs far to the south, and the limestone gorges 
of the Avon. Like the Colonnade in Hotwells, the penetrated 
void is not defined by either man-made or topographical 
objects. Instead, diverging perspectives serve as its 
boundaries. Hence, ita spatial configuration consists of 
the base-solid, which is the only volumetric unit in the 
composition, and a trapezoidal void created by vaguely-
(209) 
defined perspectives. 
Unlike the Colonnade, Windsor Terrace is perfectly 
. 
related to both the later crescents at Clifton and the 
surrounding topography; that is, it is no longer a self-
contained spatial unit iacking any space-volume relationship, 
but the nucleus of a greater spatial organization. The semi-
ellipse not only serves as a three-dimensional reference point 
unifying the free., open space of the Clifton heights with the 
contained, urban atmosphere of the Bristol complex, but it 
sets the standards for the future freely formed complexes 
which characterized the Clifton scene. Without exception, 
all of these were located in a limited area, one approaching 
500 acres, an area approximately comprising that sector 
bounded by Clifton Down on the east and the more distant 
Durdham Down to the north. Moat of the crescents within this 
high-density complex are located along the southern rim of 
these limestone downs adjacent to Hotwells, and at an elevation 
ranging from 250 to 300 feet higher than the corresponding 
altitude of Bristol. 
The theme of Windsor Terrace was almost immediately 
repeated, only on a far more ambitious scale, in the greatest 
of the Clifton crescents, Royal York Crescent. It is also 
the loftiest, for it is sited high up on the summit of 
Granby Hill, parallel to but somewhat to the north of Windsor 
Terrace. Its shallow concavity describes a semi-ellipse of 
over 1150 feet, making it the longest crescent in Britain. 
(210) 
The bella vista attributes of the crescent are somewhat self-
evident. A commanding three-storied elevation which is still 
further enhanced by the tall basement vaults, and the accom-
panying terrace walk, provides the necessary stage for a 
magnificent panorama of the surrounding landscape. The long 
crescent is not exactly aligned with Windsor Terrace, for it 
faces out to the south-east, thus commanding a view not only 
c /;!=ToN 
Figure 38. Sketch Map of the Clifton Crescents. 
of Hotwells and the Bristol complex, but of the distant 
downs beyond the Avon gorge. 
Spatially, however, Royal York Crescent is a far more 
subtle and varied form than any of the earlier structures 
(211) 
at Clifton. The long crescent is not only spatially self-
contained and independent of all adjacent volumetric and 
spatial forms, but, in spite of its size, it is intimately 
bound to the near-by freely formed complexes. This connection 
becomes at once apparent when we examine Figure 38. Most of 
the crescents face south towards Hotwells and Bristol, or 
west beyond the Avon. When Royal York Crescent was built it 
was designed not to overlook a sharp precipice, in the 
manner of the Colonnade or Windsor Terrace, but a gradual 
slope connecting Hotwells and Bristol at a lower elevation. 
The crescent was sited directly upon the contour without 
prior leveling, thus enablitJ.g,::the spectator to command an 
unbroken vista of the lower urban complex. This situation 
is similar to the location of the Royal Crescent and 
Lansdown Crescent at Bath, where each crescent serves as a 
three-dimensional reference point between city and country. 
What is particularly striking about .the whole Clifton 
complex is the very lack of conscious planning apparent to 
the casual spectator. But upon close examination the lay-
out here does lack any deliberate attempts at a strict 
planimetric system. There is nothing here that could even 
begin to compare with the Queen Square-Circus-Crescent 
complex at Bath, or even the Bayswater and Kensington 
complexes at London. These areas are, in comparison to 
Clifton, beaux art in their scope. What we refer to here 
is the deficiency of deliberate urban planning and the 
plastic modeling of exterior space. In almost every case 
the sides of the crescents are suggested by perspectives 
and not by topographical or man-made objects. This lack of 
proper delineation gives to the Clifton crescents a certain 
amorphous quality that is hardly in keeping with the very 
spirit of the free-space form. We found at Bath that the 
boundaries of the space-form were usually formed by roads, 
terraces, a line of hills, or a row of trees. Here at 
(212) 
Clifton this is not the case, for the crescents are laid out 
with no regard for the alignment of streets or buildings; 
and, the intervening hills and landscape features in no way 
serve to shape the penetrated voids, The moat one could say 
then about Clifton is that its planning is entirely aesthetic, 
an urban complex created principally to enjoy the visual 
benefits of the bella vista. 
The paucity of a really effective relationship between 
crescent and adjacent space-volume can clearly be seen in 
1 the make-up of Cornwallis Crescent, Begun in 1791, it was 
not finally completed until c. 1830, thus coinciding with the 
very end of the Clifton land development, The long, deep 
!Possibly by William Paty, Cf, Ison, p, 231 ff, 
crescent is second in size only to Royal York Crescent, for 
it describes a bold parabola of over 850 feet in overall 
length.1 From Figure 39 we find that its concave segment 
faces directly south over Hotwells and the elbow of the 
(213) 
Avon gorge, while the Royal York Crescent looms majestically 
to the north out over the entire range of Hansman's Hill and 
Granby Hill, although facing southeast towards Bristol. 
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Figure 39. Royal York Crescent and Cornwallis Crescent, 
Clifton. 
lThere is a deep break in the structure on the west 
wing, thus forming two separate crescents along a mutual 
alignment. 
While Cornwallis Crescent might appear to be somewhat 
parallel to~fltan~to Royal York Crescent, they have 
little in common. The latter form is located at such a 
higher elevation lr~~rnwallis Crescent that its spatial 
penetration in no way coincides with the corresponding 
spatial modeling of Cornwallis Crescent. At Bath, even if 
(214) 
the crescents were not exactly parallel, such as the Royal 
Crescent and Lansdown Crescent, they were at least spatially 
related regarding their common boundaries; and, the difference 
in elevation between the two structures was offset by the 
gradual declivity of the slope. Here the slope is so steep 
that the observer from above hardly even sees the lower 
Cornwallis Crescent. 
Not only is there an absence of visual contact between 
the crescents here, but a lack of proper communication. The 
main roads and foot-paths from Bristol and Hotwells are 
connected to Cornwallis Crescent on the terminal wings, but 
not in the center. Beyond this, however, the only connecting 
arteries to the higher crescents are secondary. In all cases 
these roads were layed out without any regard for the visual 
and spatial alignment of the various terraces and crescents 
scattered upon the hills of Clifton and Hotwells. At Bath, 
even an isolated structure such as Camden Crescent was secure-
ly linked to both the adjacent crescents and terraces and the 
lower urban complex by the proper location of the roads. 
We have seen that, after the completion of the first 
crescent at Bath, this unique form was almost immediately 
( 215) 
utilized in the rapid development of near-by Bristol. In 
fact, the rapid dissemination of both circus and crescent 
throughout the west of England was frankly phenomenal. By 
the end of the Regency period, the appearance of these forms 
in countless towns of the region was hardly looked upon as 
unusual, but as a matter of simple urban expansion. Even 
before the death of George IV in 1827 it could safely be 
said that circus and crescent had arrived in the west 
country of England. Aside from the early and outstanding 
example of Bristol, the city of Exeter was characterized 
during this same period by its civic expansion through the 
utilization of both forms. 
Until the late-18th century this coastal Devonshire 
town was still predominately of a medieval character, with 
the nucleus (similar to Bath in this respect) centered 
around the 13th-14th century cathedral. Unlike Bath, much 
of its present rectangular form is due to its early status 
as a Roman castrum, with High Street corresponding to the 
cardo maximus and North Street-South Street paralleling the 
decumanus maximus, while the old castrum walls (with 
medieval additions) remained in situ. Throughout the 
history of the town High Street remained the Roman oardo· and 
the via principalis; and, when the 18th century spurt in 
urban expansion got under way, this street was conveniently 
utilized as the starting point. 
Modern Exeter was ushered fourth in 1780 when the town 
(216) 
house of the Dukes of Bedford, which formerly occupied the 
1 
site of a Benedictine monastery, was torn down. From 
Figure 40 we notice that this was located directly south 
of High Street, and within the limits set by the Roman walls. 
It was upon this exact site that Bedford Circus was erected 
during the following years, the first in a series of circuses 
2 
and crescents to picturesquely ring the city. The design 
of the circus can safely be attributed to Robert Stribling, 
the first of Exeter's estate developers; and, its style 
reflects an earlier, time-proven theme. The elevations were 
faced in red-brick, with the familiar rectangular windows 
set in deep reveals. The most prominent articulation is 
found in the wide dressed stone string courses which set 
off each story. Certain details, however, look ahead to a 
later age, such as wooden porches with debased Corinthian 
columns set well forward of the building line, recalling a 
Bayswater motif of the 1830's. 
We have previously referred to the trapezoidal form of 
the old city, a form dictated principally by the survival of 
the Roman walls and the right-angle intersection of cardo 
and decumanus. However, along the eastern side, which also 
corresponds to that side first developed late in the 18th 
century, the walls describe a long arc extending from the 
lcr. Richardson, A. E. and Gill, c. L.: Re~onal 
Architecture of the West of England, London, 19 I p. 23 rr. 
~he actual building probably extended well into the 
late 1780 1 s. cr. 
(217) 
Exe river almost up to High Street on the north. Even before 
Bedford Circus was envisioned, two streets were laid out to 
inscribe the city walls on the north, west, and east sides. 
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Figure 40. Exeter, Showing Bedford Circus, Southernhay, 
and Barnfield Crescent. 
(218) 
Southernhay Street was laid to encircle the walls along the 
southeast, joining Northernhay at the High Street terminus. 
Although Northernhay was created as a public promenade during 
the 17th century, Southernhay was only begun in the middle 
of the following century. Now an interesting feature here is 
the concentric nature of these roads, for both virtually 
form a ring around the city, similar to the manner in which 
the 19th century Ringstrasse encompassed the old Roman 
Graben and city walls of Vienna. The erection of Bedford 
Circus, however, in no way added to this radial makeup of 
Exeter. What it succeeded in was the added emphasis of the 
old castrum layout of right angle street intersections. But 
now not merely the cardo and decumanus are emphasized: each 
street assumes a prominent role in a new urban spatial con-
figuration. From Figure 40 it can be seen that Bedford 
Circus forms an interlude along the alignment of a cross-
street between High Street and Southernhay, in effect a 
spatial foil to the radial theme of Southernhay and 
Northernhay. 
The idea of breaking away from the concentric, radial 
system of Exeter's walls and roads, which had its begi.nnings 
at Bedford Circus, was continued in a structure erected 
further to the east, Barnfield Crescent. From its style, 
with iron balconies and trellised verandas, and the blind 
arcades surrounding round-headed windows along the first 
1 
floor, we can date it between 1795 and 1805. From Figure 
41 we find that Barnfield Crescent extends outward along a 
gentle arc at right angles to Southernhay and the city 
walls; and, from its extra mural location serves as an ex-
tension of the Bedford Circus axis. From a somewhat level 
(219) 
site the crescent looks out upon the open fields to the 
south of Exeter, forming a perspective which is only brought 
to a halt by some of the newer buildings rising at that 
time along South Street. Because of its low elevation, the 
crescent fails to achieve a proper bella vista, although 
many of the crescents built at a later date in Exeter took 
full advantage of commanding urban sites, particularly 
Pennsylvania Crescent to the north of the city. While space 
is rapidly dissipated here at Barnfield Crescent, for its 
boundaries are formed merely by perspectives and any 
coherent form is thus negated, it is linked both physically 
and spatially to the old complex within the walls. The east-
ward extension of Bedford Circus from this medieval nucleus 
was still further advanced by the erection of Banfield 
Crescent, indicating the growth of road-side developments 
and urban extension planned around the major streets and 
trunk highways. 
Upon the success of Banfield Crescent came a host of 
1This ground floor arcading is common at Exeter, 
particularly in the crescents, but it is a feature rarely 
met with in other British towns. 
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crescent-forms. The first was Colleton Crescent, far to the 
southeast of the walled town. It was located mid-way 
between the river Exe and the extension of the South Street 
decumanus, on an axis parallel to that of Banfield Crescent, 
and at right-angles to the radial outline formed by the walls 
and Southernhay-Northernhay. (Figure 41). Like Banfield 
Crescent, the structure follows a shallow arc throughout its 
300-foot length, and is similarly sited towards the south; 
but here all resemblances end. Instead of the level site of 
the earlier crescent, Colleton Crescent is situated upon a 
fairly prominent down with an east-west orientation towards 
the town, and parallel to the river. By Bath and Clifton 
standards this site is hardly impressive, but it is over-
poweringly scenic when compared with most of the crescent-
forms of Exeter, with the single exception of Pennsylvania 
Crescent; and, the resultant space-form is far more definable 
than similar structures at Clifton. This is made possible 
by an expanding perspective coinciding with a gradual decline 
in topography. We noticed at Clifton that perspective 
penetration from the crescents invariably lacked connection 
with the forward slopes of their sites. Here the perspectives 
clearly coincide with their topographical boundaries down to 
the river Exe. The visual panorama of the Exe estuary and 
the hills rising to the southwest is clearly measurable and 
coherent: a free space-form in the best tradition of Bath, 
with a directional perspective effect that is both aesthetic 
and self-contained. 
Unlike many of the Bath crescents, Colleton Crescent 
could not be considered a three-dimensional reference point 
between the free spatial atmosphere of the country and the 
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Figure 41. Exeter, Showing the City Walls, and Later 
Expansion. 
) 
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restricted space complex of the town. Although it parallels 
the extension of South Street, with all its resultant 
terrace and villa construction, it forms no part of this 
highway development, nor does it retain any visual or spatial 
contact with the Exeter complex. Divorced from both the old 
urban complex and the newer highway developments, Colleton 
Crescent is nothing more than an isolated, limited spatial 
cube, forming no part of a greater town planning scheme. 
(222) 
Post-Waterloo planning in Exeter consisted in the main-
and this is typical of much Regency planning-of mushrooming 
suburbs spread out along the highways leading from the city. 
The castrum nucleus and the 18th century efforts at a 
radial pattern for the city were irretrievably destroyed by 
the rapid spread of terraces, villas, and fashionable 
cottages ornees early in the 19th century. We have seen 
where Barnfield Crescent was one of the first structures to 
appear along the new highway extending east of the walled 
town; later, this same road was lined with ill-assorted 
structures. In fact, with the sole exception of Colleton 
Crescent, the Exeter crescents are either the nucleus of 
road-side development or a logical extension of Regency high-
way developments. The latter was the case with Exeter's 
Pennsylvania Crescent, built c. 1825-30. Instead of locating 
it in open country as Colleton Crescent, or as the initial 
impetus for further roadside development (Barnfield 
Crescent), the crescent was oriented axially along one of 
the new roads extending north from the city walls. (Figure 
41). Longbrook Street is eminently characteristic of the 
Regency movement towards the countryside and in the 
(223) 
1 formation of the modern suburb. From its starting point 
at High Street outside the walls, Longbrook Street runs 
directly north through the expansive, open downs of Devonshire. 
In the beginning there were no large-scale estate developments 
along the road, only a monotonous succession of classical 
villas, detached cottages, and an occasional terrace. Only 
when all this roadside space was exhausted did the estate 
speculators seek to build away from the highway, that is, 
to create large-scale estates or suburbs along the lines of 
the London urban units. 
By far the outstanding feature of Pennsylvania Crescent 
is its magnificent location atop Pennsylvania Hill. Striding 
the two extensions of Exeter's High Street (Longbrook Street 
and Sidwell Street), it commands a powerful vista of the 
entire town and much of the open downs to the east. But 
Pennsylvania Crescent is only a shadow of a true crescent. 
It does, in fact, consist merely of five detached classical 
villas loosely strung along a shallow arc. Beyond the 
immediate confines of the villas there is no spatial 
penetration to speak of; and, the curvature of the group 
is so slight (barely exceeding 3 degrees) that the perspec-
tive is similar to that experienced at a horizontal terrace. 
lRegency road-side development was to a large extent 
anticipated in the growth of the major arteries leading from 
London, particularly Wandsworth and Brixton Roads; Cf, 
D. Pilcher, The Regency Style, London, 1947, P• 85 ff. 
Not only do we find an absence of spatial independence 
to Pennsylvania Crescent, but no attempts have been made to 
model space relative to the crescent. The road and the 
individual villa, not the crescent or terrace, forms the 
basis and nucleus for all spatial articulation here. If 
we examine any of the architectonic units in the vicinity 
of Pennsylvania Crescent it becomes apparent that the 
closed or quasi-closed space form is noticeable for its 
absence. Instead, open, amorphous space-forms dominate the 
picture here. 
(224) 
Even at the zenith of its early-Victorian development, . 
Exeter failed to profit in the use of both circus and 
crescent from the .earlier and contemporary examples at Bath 
and London. Although both forms made notable appearances 
at Exeter, in no single instance were they instrumental in 
forming the character of a housing estate, let alone an en-
tire town. Many of these individual forms contained 
attributes common to their more-successful rivals at Bath 
or even Clifton, notably in their free penetration of ex-
terior space, but these were isolated units with no space-
volume relationship to any nearby structures. The sum and 
substance of both circus and crescent at Exeter is that of 
an agreeable architectonic form which soon became obscured 
in the rapid development of the highway-housing estates. If 
one can speak of planning at Exeter, it can best be found in 
the early expansion of the extra-mural road system, and the 
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subsequent development of housing estates formed entirely 
around these arterial highways. This is, in fact, more or 
less typical of the expansion taking place in many of the 
older towns in Britain during the early 19th century. Their 
development began along the arterial highways leading away 
from the older urban nucleus; and, at this point the high-
way or street continued to dominate town planning, if this 
could even be considered planning in an organized sense. 
Now this is precisely the role exercised by the crescents 
here at Exeter. They were pioneers in the development of 
the suburban road system, the first to break away from the 
old medieval congestion contained within the walls. How-
ever, once the highways were covered with an array of villas 
and cottages ornees, estate development away from the road 
began in earnest; and, once started, buildings tended to 
free themselves from the old bond with the street and high-
way. The street now became subordinate to the house and 
with it the entire housing estate, although it still provided 
various Picturesque viewpoints from which one could easily 
examine the spatial compositions woven around its entire 
length. 
This de-emphasis of the street can perhaps best be ex-
amined in the new towns which sprang up all over England 
during the Regency and early-Victorian periods, particularly 
the inland spas and seaside resorts, both of which were a 
peculiar phenomenon of the age. In this respect, Bath was 
( 226) 
once again a pioneer, for it was (along with Bristol's 
Hotwells) one of the early health centers of England. The 
thermal center has a long and illustrious history in Britain, 
but it reached particularly dizzy heights during the reign 
of George IV, particularly in the south and west of England, 
with the founding of numerous new spas. But the decline of 
the health resort was more rapid than its rise. From about 
1830 onward changing tastes and an increased urbanization, 
coinciding with the rise of 19th century industrialization 
and a new middle class, brought about its eclipse. Play-
grounds of the aristocracy such as Buxton, Tunbridge Wells, 
and Bath were rapidly converted into receptacles for middle 
class urbanization. A typical case was that of the Calverley 
Estate Crescent at Tunbridge Wells, which was converted, 
after a short ten years, from an aristocratic shopping 
center for the spa into a middle class terrace. However, 
the reasons for this change in the health spa, both social 
and economic, are of little concern here. What is of pro-
found importance is the planning involved in their evolution, 
for 19th century town planning in Britain can be examined 
most profitably by an analysis of these resorts and spas; 
and, in conjunction with the incidence of both circus and 
crescent, these small resorts contain the seeds of the 20th 
century garden city. One of the most important of these 
towns was Cheltenham, in the west country of England, the 
inland spa par excellance of the Regency. 
Like Bath, Cheltenham sprang from a small, medieval 
village into sudden prominence with the discovery of hot 
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1 
springs early in the 18th century. Although many prominent 
visitors stopped here, the town remained one largely 
characterized by picturesque combinations of brick and thatch 
throughout the 18th century, with little, aside from the 
springs, to attract the ~leasure-bent crowds. However, from 
the very beginning of the 19th century various new mineral 
springs were discovered in scattered locations about the town; 
and, with the opening of each spring a spa was required. With 
this steady.rise in the number of spas, the population rose 
accordingly, from 3000 in 1801 to over 13,000 in 1821. 2 
Cheltenham's hey-day as a watering spot for the well-
born began in earnest after Waterloo. From Figure 42 we 
find that High Street, the east-west artery, remained the 
demarkation line conveniently separating the southern 
quar.ter (the earliest to undergo development) from the later 
northern sector, with the medieval complex concentrated 
around the center of High Street, and the 14th century 
collegiate church of St. Mary's dominating the scene. South 
of High Street, the town is bounded by the arterial Gloucester 
Road on the west, and the Lansdown-Suffolk Road on the east, 
with their intersection forming a huge triangle. The main 
estate projects in this area are the Promenade and 
1The first spring was opened in 1716. 
2Goding, J.: History of Cheltenham, 1863. 
Montpellier estates. located to the south of the cathedral. 
and the later Lansdown complex. occupying the high downs 
Figure 42. Cheltenham. Showing Principal 19th Century 
Estate Developments. 
immediately to the north of Lansdown Road. North of High 
Street the picture changes quite radically. Beyond the 
medieval complex and the 18th century buildings around High 
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Street extends a gridiron scheme of street and square, 
giving way in turn to the more flexible Pittville estate and 
the complex centered around the spa. 
As in most of Nash's building in London, the best of 
Cheltenham's Regency building was conceived wholly in visual 
terms. Entire sections of the town, particularly unbroken 
terraces such as Montpellier Street, Bayshill Road, and 
Lansdown Terrace, recall Nash's irregular grouping of masses 
1 
along Regent Street. This articulation of asymmetrical parts, 
coupled with broken skylines and enrichment of surfaces, is 
Cheltenham's principle contribution to the Picturesque. 
Infinitely more important, however, is the town's contribution 
towards British town planning. Like Bath, it owes its distinct 
character through the major efforts of a single individual, 
J. B. Papworth. 2 
There are, however, major differences-in planning be-
tween Cheltenham and Bath. We may recall that at Bath the 
lAside from the early, 18th century brick and thatch 
style, the buildings of Cheltenham display a full-blown 
Greek Revivalism, typified by the early (1823) Thirlestaine 
House and the later (1825) Montpellier Pump Room. 
2cr. w. Papworth, J. B. Papworth, Architect to the King 
of Wurtembur~, London, 1879; R. P. Ross-W1111amson, in the 
Archltectura Review~ May, 1936. However, Papworth•s role in 
the development of C eltenham remains somewhat obscure. 
Contrary to earlier thought, he certainly did not lay out the 
entire town, only sections such as Montpellier and part of 
Lansdown. That he at least considered civic planning along 
broad lines can be proven by the layout of his ideal town of 
Hygeia in Ohio. There seems little doubt that the overall 
spirit of Cheltenham belongs in the main to Papworth 1 s 
efforts. 
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crescents formed individual free spatial forms which served 
as both three-dimensional reference points linking the un-
limited spatial atmosphere of the country with the restricted 
spatial complex of the town, and the nucleus of further 
spatial penetration. Cheltenham, on the other hand, followed 
the pattern set by the vast majority of Regency and late-
Georgian towns in its evolution via the creation of a series 
of housing estates and area developments. London and, for 
that matter, most of the cities in Britain, underwent 
similar developments, but what makes Cheltenham so outstand-
ing is an absolute homogeneity of style and the intrinsic 
soundness of its planning. 
The first and unquestionably most famous of Cheltenham's 
housing estates was Montpellier, formed from an area located 
southwest of High Street and centered around the Montpellier 
Pump Room. Including the Promenade, it forms an axis ex-
tending north and south for approximately one half-mile, 
High Street forming the northern terminus, while on the 
south the later Lansdown Road brought the axis to a close. 
Although most of the estate was built up during the decade 
from 1825 to 1835, some notable additions were made at a 
later date, such as Montpellier Walk, dating from the early 
1840's, and some equally-famous precedents like the Well 
Walk (c. 1743) and the Royal Crescent (c. 1806-10). As the 
two latter structures form the nucleus of the later 
Montpellier estate to the south, they deserve particular 
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attention at this point, Old Well Walk was laid out as a 
somewhat classicistic allee of over 2700 feet in length, 
with majestic elms extended along both sides of the axis,1 
Its northern terminus was effectively closed by the medieval 
pile of St, Mary's, while the processional itself spanned 
the Old Well with its newely-erected canopy, 2 This early 
axis was to serve as the backbone of the later Montpellier 
estate, anticipating the equally classicistic Promenade-
Montpellier Street axis, However, large-scale building 
along the Well Walk never got going until the 19th century, 
with the chief impetus coming in the form of the Royal 
Crescent, This was the first large terrace erected along the 
previously-unbroken vista of the promenade, and the first 
crescent to appear at Cheltenham, (Plate LV), Its site was 
well-chosen, for not only was it located close to the Old 
Well, and not far removed from the later Montpelier Spa to 
the south but, more important, it was axially aligned with 
the elm-lined Well Walk. From Figure 43 we find that the 
crescent paralleled both the early allee, and the Promenade 
of a later date, while its northern wing was placed on a 
precise axis with the 14th century cathedral. But the Royal 
Crescent is far more than an impressive adjunct the Well 
lcf, Griffith, s. Y.: Risto~ of Cheltenham, 1826. The 
length given for the Old Well Wa (over 9oo yards) seems 
excessive to this writer, for it would have extended well into 
the then totally undeveloped Lansdown estate. Half this 
figure would be closer to the actual length, 
2This was erected in 1738; cr. Griffith, op. cit. 
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Walk. Its setting recalls that bella vista quality which 
was such an outstanding feature of most of the Bath and 
Clifton crescents. A resident of the three-storied elevation 
could look out upon a limitless vista of undulating landscape, 
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Figure 43. Royal Crescent, Cheltenham. c. 1805-10. 
giving way in turn to rising downs and a final climactic 
vision of the distant Cotswalds. Only when terraces were 
built along the later Promenade did this vista become at all 
impaired, and even they were sufficiently removed from the 
crescent to lack any impairment of the spectators perspective. 
Like its famous namesake at Bath, the Royal Crescent 
at Cheltenham effectively defines a spatial unit all its own. 
The height of the base-solid is great enough, and its 
curvature deep enough, to penetrate and so dominate the 
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void bounded by its 375-foot axis. But the unlimited spatial 
atmosphere stretching beyond the confines of the base-solid 
is also penetrated by a combination of perspectives and well-
placed topographical features. Perspectives coincide and 
reinforce a series of elm-studded groves, prominent hillocks, 
and gentle rises in the expansive landscape. Hence we find 
the boundaries of the penetrated void well-defined and diverg-
ing. boundaries which finally come to a climax along the 
distant downs far to the east. The entire ensemble is as 
effective in a free penetration of outer space as anything 
we found at Bath. 
However, the picture is somewhat different if we examine 
the Royal crescent in relation to its immediate surroundings. 
We have noticed that prior to the beginning of the 19th 
century development south of High Street was still in an 
embryonic stage. Along the 18th century Well Walk there 
could be found only a few scattered villas; and, one could 
hardly envision any large scale estate development at this 
time. Although the old Well Walk, emphasizing as it did the 
grand perspective with its unbroken length and formal make-
up, more or less determined the future aspect of this area, 
the Royal Crescent at the same time exercised no small 
influence in its tendency to break away from so formalistic 
a scheme. From Figure 44 it becomes quite evident that an 
organization of space-volume relationships here is harldy 
related to earlier schemes such as the Nancy complex and 
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Figure 44. Royal Crescent-Promenade Complex, Cheltenham. 
c. 1805-35. 
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various Italian city designs, where spatial form and spatial 
extension are clearly comprehensible. The individual build-
ings, whether civic or private, built after the Royal Crescent 
and in proximity to it reflect its form, at least in part. 
Each of these forms is Picturesquely characterized by an 
irregularity and asymmetry of form and outline, a scheme 
(23.5) 
far removed from the rigid geometry of a gridiron layout. 
Again, there is a wonderful freedom and flexibility in the 
handling of individual volumes here, reflecting the Romantic 
subtlety of the crescent. Both spatially and structurally, 
the scattered masses in the complex echo the dominant form 
of the Royal Crescent. Hence, we could say that the Royal 
Crescent functions as the nucleus of an urban spatial 
complex to the extent to which it dominates and shapes the 
location and form of the surrounding structures. Although 
the crescent form never succeeded-as it did at Bath-in 
dominating the urban scene here, where they do appear they 
tend to break down the rigid formality of horizontal and 
vertical forms. Such is the case in the Promenade complex, 
where no two volumes or spatial units are alike. 
The Promenade was later:·continued to the south with 
hardly an interruption in the form of Montpellier Street. 
Like the Promenade it was (and remains) an elm-lined allee 
of Picturesque villas, a typical Regency compromise between 
formality and informality in architecture and landscape. 
Although possessing enormous charm, the Montpellier estate 
has no place in our discussion here. Not only does the 
crescent fail to make an appearance here, but the complex 
is mainly characterized by a planimetric arrangement of 
verticals and horizontals, of strictly-defined spatial and 
volumetric accents. 
West of the Montpellier estate, and located upon 
considerably higher terrain, extends the great Lansdown 
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estate and Bayshill area, a complex first developed as a 
convenient and picturesque adjunct to the near-by Montpellier 
Spa, and the 11ontpell1er shopping center. Although Cheltenham 
is situated in a somewhat elevated section of Gloucestershire, 
no serious attempts had been made to develop the town along 
prominent topographical landmarks. Cheltenham was rapidly 
groWiDg up oblivious to its abundant natural scenic attract-
ions. This all changed, however, with the development of 
the Lansdown-Bayshill complex. The reconciliation of the 
Regency house and terrace to the form of the Picturesque 
landscape, a congruity towards which most Regency architects, 
landscape designers, and theorists constantly strove, was 
dramatically realized here in the heights above Lansdown 
Road. The area was developed from about 1825 until its 
completion during the late 1830's, that is, more or less 
parallel to both the Promenade and sections of the Montpellier 
estates. Along with almost everything 
Lansdown estate has been attributed to 
else in the city, the 
1 Papworth. Now 
while Cheltenham as we know it today differs in many respects 
from Papworth's scheme, the overall theme-and this particular-
ly applies to the Lansdown-Bayshill complex-seems to bear out 
his grandoise conception of the town. Papworth in his planning 
1His general plan for the entire town must date from 
c. 1825-182?. 
was obviousl7 inspired b7 the nearb7 example or the Ro7&l 
Crescent and its space-volume relationship to tbe surround-
ings. But these earl7 developments at Cheltenham were not 
I 
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Figure 45. Lanadown-Ba7Bhill Complex, Cheltenham, 1825-28. 
his onl7 inspiration, tor both London and Bath were the 
source ot such tlexibilit7 in town planning. From such 
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diverse sources Papworth produced a scheme which effectively 
integrated late-Baroque and classicistic themes (the 
Promenade and Montpellier Street) with the romantic flexi-
bility of the free space-forms at Bath. At the same time, 
Papworth's plan is eminently characteristic of the Regency 
conception of rus in urbe, only here he has thought of the 
garden in terms of the house, that is, the landscape becoming 
a natural extension of the house itself. There is, however, 
little doubt that Papworth-or whoever finally conpleted the 
project-conceived architecture wholly within the framework 
of its landscape context and in visual terms. 
The land rises abruptly south of the meandering Chelt 
and west of the Montpellier-Promenade allee, culminating in 
the prominent down of Bayshill and the adjacent spur of 
Lansdown. Bayshill Road serves as an effective boundary to 
the east of the estate, a formalistic allee distinctly 
reminiscent of the Promenade and Hontpellier Street with its 
parade of Picturesque villas and broken outlines. A some-
shat similar scheme was planned for the southern boundary, 
corresponding to Lansdown Place, but with one notable 
difference: here the entire length of the street is taken up 
by a single terrace. Both Bayshill Road and Lansdown Place 
serve as effective introductions to the maze of streets and 
gardens entwined about the downs to the west. Not only is 
the style of the estate reflected in the tall, stone terraces 
of Lansdown Place and the low, stuccoed Grecian villas along 
Bayshill Road, but both boundaries introduce that all-
important Picturesque element of surprise. The wandering 
spectator is totally unprepared for what lies behind the 
imposing facades of Lansdown Place or the widely-spaced 
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villas of Bayshill Road; and, what he discovers comes as a 
complete shock. Lansdown Crescent is the key to the entire 
composition. (Plate LVI). Begun about 1826 from the original 
design of Papworth, it is by far the largest crescent in 
Cheltenham, and at the same time one of the town's longest 
unbroken terraces, containing as it does a horizontal axis 
of over 1000 feet in length. The vast crescent is not en-
tirely self-contained as a space-form, for it is organically 
linked to Lansdown Place by a short street axis, while 
Lansdown Place itself rears skyward to such a dizzy height 
that much of the view from the crescent is cut off. It 
seems evident that Papworth did not plan on utilizing 
Lansdown Crescent as a self-contained spatial unit with 
reference to nearby estates like Montpellier and the 
Promenade. This would have been planning in the Bath 
tradition. Instead, Papworth deliberately broke all con-
tact with adjacent spatial groups, and thereby created a 
nucleus completely divorced from the remainder of the urban 
mass. 
With the completion of Lansdown Crescent, the crescent 
theme became in time the veritable leitmotif of the entire 
estate. The vertical axis of Lansdown Place-Lansdown 
Crescent was continued uphill to the north as Lansdown 
Terrace, still another monumental terrace of iron balconies 
(240) 
and prominent classical porches, but Lansdown Terrace was 
only carried out along a straight axis for a short distance; 
instead, it swung around in a long arc to join still another 
terraced avenue running parallel to Lansdown Terrace. Now 
such a system could easily have developed into still another 
radio-centric scheme reminiscent of Karlsruhe, Vienna, or 
even Palma Nuova and Granmiobele, that is, a geometrical 
layout where mass and void are balanced in mathematical 
harmony. Papworth sought to avoid so rigid a system by 
constantly introducing a variety of forms in their planning. 
No two shapes, whether volume or space, are ever alike. Each 
crescent, and its variation, penetrates outer space in a wave-
like motion, overlapping and interpenetrating as they extend 
like bands of ribbon over the undulating downs. From 
Bayshill Road a vast crescent sweeps upward along the hill 
in a parabolic motion, in brazen independence of the more-
formal complex to the east, but linked to the west by one 
segment of the parabola. Although it is self-contained in 
form, it is penetrated by still similar structures in the 
complex. No crescent here is a three-dimensional anchor in 
space as at Bath; here they are links in a chain, similar 
in this sense to contemporary developments at Notting Hill, 
London, where each crescent was organically joined to the 
axial street of the complex. The structure of the crescent 
as a Raumform has come a long ways here from the Bath 
archetypes. Papworth used them as ribbon-like bands not 
only to create a radically new housing estate, but to 
• 
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articulate exterior space in a manner hitherto unknown. 
Crescents have now evolved into street ~orms, each street 
marked by the presence of strongly indicated perspective 
effects. Such a scheme, based as it was upon the coalescence 
of the in~ormal landscape garden and the relative geometry o~ 
the Georgian town, not only provided eminently suitable 
quarters ~or the aristocracy and the rising middle classes, 
but it combined the best in both urban and country living, 
the ~inal triumph of rus in urbe. 
Cheltenham typifies Regency town planning in that it 
was created not as a single unit but built up as a series 
of housing estates. More o~ten than not, these housing 
estates had little or no physical connection with each other. 
This was the case in the Montpellier estate adjacent to the 
Lansdown-Bayshill estate; and, it was again true ~or still 
another important section of Cheltenham, the Pittville 
estate. Like earlier local urban developments, the Pittville 
estate was built up as a 
newly-discovered thermal 
speculation centering around the 
1 
spring. The area chosen for in-
tensive development was located far to the north of 
Montpellier and the Promenade, and well beyond the medieval 
complex· of High Street. Its center was the thermal spring 
lThe builder-speculator here was Joseph Pitt, an 
enterprising counterpart to the Thompson family, .the creators 
of both the Montpellier and Lansdown estates. Cf. B. Little, 
Cheltenham, London, 1952, p. 77 ff. 
and the Pittville Pump Room, erected from 1825 onward, 
and directly inspired by Papworth 1 s Montpellier Spa. ~ 
in urbe and Picturesque planning were in evidence from the 
very beginning here with the location of the pump room, a 
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Figure 46. Pittville Estate, Cheltenham. c. 1825 Onward. 
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classical structure overlooking a pair of artificial lakes, 
and magnificently joined by flanking villas and informal 
gardens. The entire estate was planned as a subtle compromise 
between a modified grid and a free spatial system, one which 
utilized detached villas, terraces, isolated squares and 
terrace blocks, circuses and crescents. Although the 
Pittville Spa never achieved the popularity of the earlier 
Cheltenham spas, the adjacent estate became in time an 
architectural rival to both Montpellier and Lansdown. The 
elm-lined streets of Pittville vied with the more-famous 
Promenade and Bayshill Road in erecting an almost endless 
parade of Grecian villas and terraces, each set back from 
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the restricting confines of the street amid landscaped 
gardens in accordance with the best tradition of the Picture-
sque. In the western sector of the estate, terminating with 
Wellington and Clarence Squares, a modified gridiron scheme 
prevails, in sharp contrast to the medieval maze immediately 
to the south. However, along the eastern fringes of the 
estate the gridiron merges with the complex composed of free-
flowing spatial units, with its center at Pittville Circus. 
Here the physical character of the estate approaches that of 
the Lansdown-Bayshill complex, that is, a series of similarly 
constructed crescents. Now, however, instead of the 
concentric structure of the crescent which characterized the 
scene of Lansdown-Bayshill, the crescents are layed out more 
or less parallel to each other on a north-south axis. 
Although this section of Pittville falls far short of 
the free-space forms at Lansdown, where the straight line and 
right-angle street hardly exist, the scheme is not without 
certain qualities. Pittville Circus itself is not created 
as an open formless rond-point, but as a firmly-closed 
three-dimensional void containing only two entrances, 
similar in its makeup to Bedford Circus at Exeter and some 
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of the minor circuses at London. From such a closed space 
form a series of straight terraces and shallow crescents fan 
outward, not in the repetitive, concentric fashion of the 
Lansdown scheme, but in an informal, irregular pattern of 
space-volume·· relationship. The crescents themselves do not 
penetrate a void created by perspectives, for perspective 
boundaries as such do not exist in the Pittville spatial 
complex. Nor does one find here the isolated, three-
dimensional aspect of the crescent-cum-bella vista reminiscent 
of Bath. The Pittville estate represents instead an urban 
composition characterized through its juxtaposition of 
crescent and grid by a supreme flexibility in the relation-
ship of architectonic volume to the three-dimensional void. 
As it stands, it upholds the best in 19th century British 
town planning practices. 
Bath ruled supreme as the health center and spa par 
excellence of Britain throughout the 18th century, and into 
the beginning years of the 19th century. However, this 
distinction was at first challenged by, and then eclipsed by 
the meteoric rise of the coastal resort of Brighton. Brighton, 
or Brighthelmston as it was known from earliest times, owed 
its unparalleled popularity during the 19th century chiefly 
through the long residence of no less a personage than the 
reigning monarch, George IV. As the young Prince of Wales 
he first visited the village in 1783 for the dual.purposes 
of sea-bathing and the more dubious medicinal value of the 
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waters. In 1786 he commissioned Henry Holland, who at 
that time was working on the Prince's own Carlton House in 
London, to erect a permanent house at Brighton. This build-
ing, which became known as the Marine Pavilion, was completed 
in 1787; 1 and, from this time until 1827, 2 became the~ 
officio residence of the British crown. 
Aside from the Royal Pavilion and the identification 
of the resort with the pleasure-mad Prince Regent (later 
George IV), the principal value of Brighton lies in its 
architecture and planning. With its succession of elegant 
squares, crescents, and monumental terraces, for the most 
part irresistably placed facing the sea, the town Vies with 
Bath, Clifton, Cheltenham,and Edinburgh in both beauty and 
quality of planning. As the seaside resort par excellence of 
the 19th century, it set the style in both design and planning 
for many of its successors, and not a few inland towns. Like 
most of the new 18th and 19th century British towns, its 
phenomenal growth was achieved through the development of a 
series of distinct housing estates; and, the characteristics 
lFor the history of Brighton, cf. A. Dale, Fashionable 
Bri~hton: 1820-1860, 1947; A. Dale, The Histor~ and 
Arc ltecture of Brighton, London, 1950; H. s.oodhart-Rendel, 
Architecture In Brighton and Hove, The Architect and Building 
News, vol. 133, Jan-Feb., 1933; J. A. Erredge, History of 
Brighthelmston, 1862. 
2nale, History and Architecture of Bri~hton, p. 46 ff. 
Holland's original pavilion was demoiishedetween 1815 and 
1823, when Nash reconstructed the entire structure as the 
new Royal Pavilion. George IV left Brighton for good in 
1827. 
which we value so highly today in the Brighton scene re-
sulted in the main from just such a piecemeal development, 
and not as a result of a single, unified plan. Brighton-so 
typical of the Regency town-is really only the sum total of 
various housing developments. But aside from a distinctive 
style of terrace and vill~ architecture which was first 
developed here at Brighton, and one which was strangely 
limited to the seaside resorts of the period, the most 
improtant aspect is the role played by the crescent (the 
circus is noticeably absent from the Brighton scene) in the 
evolution of this greatest of British coastal resorts. 
The tradition of the crescent at Brighton is indeed a 
long and illustrious one. Arriving just before the dawn of 
the 19th century, they were still being built as late as 
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the 1850's; and, as at Bath, they were certainly the 
leitmotif of Brighton during tbs heyday, more so than either 
the monumental terrace or the detached villa. From Figure 
47 below we find that Brighton in 1779 (shown by the shaded 
section) was still a remote fishing village, bordered on the 
east by a long down extending north and south known as the 
Steyne, and on the west by West Street. In fact, the entire 
village did not exceed one and a half square miles in 1779, 
while the population was limited to about 3000 souls. It was 
1 
not until 1798 or 1799 that the first expansion beyond the 
lcf. Dale, ~O•P~·~c~it~·· p. 54 ff; Erredge, op. cit. 
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Figure 47. Section of Brighton, from Saunder 1 s map of 1834. 
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Steyne was realized in the form of the Royal Crescent, about 
one-half miles to the east of the old nucleus. (Plate LVII). 
The occasion was indeed a momentous one for the future of 
Brighton. Not only is the Royal Crescent the first in a 
long series of crescents in the town, but it was the first 
structure deliberately sited to face the sea. More 
ambitious crescents of a later age would similarly align 
themselves, forming in the process vast building complexes. 
The erection of Royal Crescent was in itself a daring 
venture, for it was not only far removed from the old 
nucleus, in an isolated section lacking any form of 
communication, but it did not form any part of an estate 
project. When the speculator (J. B. Otto) began here he 
staked all on this single structure, and not on any develop-
ment of the adjacent land. Although the name was obviously 
inspried by Wood's great venture at Bath, begun thirty 
years earlier, it has little resemblance to that archetype. 
The crescent is much shorter than the Royal Crescent at Bath, 
containing a 350-foot horizontal axis as against one of over 
5oo feet. Instead of powerful engaged columns articulating 
the facade, we find here an elevation of alternately advanc-
ing bays, not the familiar Regency bows, but one here which 
is squared, while the entire surface is covered with a 
peculiar black glazed brick which was magnificently with-
1 
stood the inroads of salt air and water. 
lThis is one of the first examples of the use of a 
decorative black tile facing of the terrace, a later feature 
of many seaside resorts. 
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Long after the completion of the Royal Crescent its 
axis was extended along the east-west shoreline, called at 
that time Marine Parade, by an uninterrupted row of terraces. 
Although the monumental terrace block became typical of the 
Brighton shoreline in early-Victorian times (and for that 
matter of practically every other seaside resort), it had 
no place in Ottols conception of the crescent. He had 
envisioned an isolated, free-standing structure along the 
lines of the Bath models, one placed high up upon the lime-
stone bluffs and commanding a magnificent, unbroken panorama 
of the English Channel. Space-volume relationships were 
hardly considered here, for, due to the lack of boundaries, 
both structural and visual, all spatial control has been 
abandoned. Free, unlimited space is the result, a form 
which seeks to exploit the visual and aesthetic qualities 
of the crescent to their very limits. 
Not only does the Royal Crescent fail to effectively 
organize exterior space, but it completely lacks all 
connection with the urban nucleus. In its aloof isolation, 
it retains nei~er visual nor spatial reference with the 
town; nor does it serve as a nucleus for further development, 
for when the adjacent area was built up at a later date 
streets and terraces were laid out in total contradiction 
to its form. Like so many of the Clifton crescents, it is 
purely a visual phenomenon. 
The Royal Crescent stood in noble isolation outside of 
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Brighton for practically two decades before its form was 
again i~tated, for wlth its completion in 1807 the impetus 
for an immediate expansion of the townscape was unfortunately 
not forthcoming. To be sure, developments were undertaken, 
particularly to the west of the town, but these were on a 
comparatively small scale. The period from 1815 to 1823 in 
Brighton was almost exclusively given over to Nash's vast 
enterprise at the Royal Pavilion. However, the completion 
of the Royal Pavilion in 1823 coincided with the beginning 
of the first great housing estate at Brighton, a vast track 
on the eastern boundary of the town which came to be known 
as Kemp Town. For a housing estate Kemp Town was planned 
along absolutely monumental lines; and, as originally 
envisioned, the project would have had few equals in 19th 
century England. (Plate LVIII). This ambitious scheme was 
the 
and 
brain-child of two architects, Charles Augustus Busby 
1 Amon Wilds. These local architects formed a partner-
ship in 1822; and, when it was finally dissolved by their 
deaths in 1833, they had virtually transformed Brighton 
from provincial village into the sophisticated resort par 
excellence 6f the late-Regency and early-Victorian periods. 
The area chosen for development was located about one-half 
mile east of the Royal Crescent, and on terrain which rose 
gradually from the natural sea wall until joining the high 
1
cf. Colvin, ~o~p~·-c~i~t~·· p.ll4 and 1671-2; Dale, p. 22 ff. 
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downs to the north. The inspiration for such a vast under-
taking had many sources. The theme of the vast central 
hemicycle, axially related to the shoreline, was undoubtedly 
are 
Figure 48. Kemp Town, Brighton. c. 1823-c. 1850. (Only the 
shaded section shown was executed). 
general overtones here of Nash's project for Regent's Park 
1 2 
and Park Crescent. Work was begun in May, 1823, but 
owing to financial difficulties ( a familiar theme for 
3 
estate speculators) work dragged on for many years. Only 
a fragment of the projected scheme was ever carried out-
albeit the most important segment-corresponding to the 
lrt seems likely that Kemp was aware of Nash's London 
projects, while the above-mentioned were at that time (1823) 
being completed. 
2cr. Erredge, op. cit. 
3until the late-1840's. Kemp eventually became bank-
rupt over the estate, and was forced to leave England in 
1841; cf. Dale, op. cit., P• 49 ff. 
section known today as Sussex Square, and the vast Lewes 
Crescent with its flanking pavilions, Arundel Terrace and 
Chichester Terrace, while the remainder, including the two 
• 
huge squares with outlying terraces, were never begun, 
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From Figure 48 and Plate LVIII it can be readily seen 
that Busby and Wilds design attained monumental proportions. 
No less than 250 units of upper-class housing were planned 
1 
here, including both terraces and smaller detached cottages, 
The core of the estate was, of course, Lewis Crescent, a 
2 
vast hemicycle with a horizontal axis of about 850 feet. 
(Plate LIX). The northern end of the crescent was broken 
open to provide a monumental entrance to the large rectan-
gular area of Sussex Square, located upon still higher 
ground than the crescent, This open-ended square is over 
300 feet wide, and 600 feet in overall length, The 
terminal ends of the crescent are continued at right-
angles along the beach front, with the houses forming an 
unbroken terrace front. Arundel Terrace (the east wing) 
is 345 feet long, while Chichester Terrace on the west 
attains a length of 365 feet, With the exception of Kemp 
Town Place, this is all that was ever built of the estate. 
However, a double row of mews was to have extended north of 
the beach front terraces (those behind Chichester Terrace 
lonly 106 were ever built, 
2It is surpassed by few crescents in Britain, with 
Clifton's Royal York and Cornwallis Crescents being 
notable exceptions. 
(253) 
were in fact built, and are known as Kemp Town Place), with 
each row facing north or away from the sea front. Beyond 
this, and upon a still higher elevation, extended a series 
of unbroken terraces and detached villas, forming in the 
process a vast border around an inner square. The interior 
squares in turn were immediately framed by tall terraces, 
thus creating rigidly-formed spatial units with entrances 
in but one corner. 
Like the Royal Crescent before it, Lewes Crescent was 
created principally to exploit the visual possibilities of 
the site. The bella vista, a feature so outstanding in 
Hellenistic town planning (Pergamum, Priene, Ephesus), and 
later still at Bath and Clifton, is again the key element 
in the planning of Kemp Town. The entire estate is con-
ceived wholly in visual terms, not only 
masses, but in the relation of solid to 
in architectonic 
1 
void. All elements 
in the composition are geared to benefit from the panoramic 
location with its limitless vista of sea and sky. But the 
experience of spatial accents is as pronounced and as clear 
as its accompanying feature of the bella vista. The spatial 
!Although the shoreline terraces of Arundel and Chichester 
attain a gravity and somberness, with their tall podiums and 
powerful engaged columns, which aptly fits the 'Belgravia-by-
the sea' description, Lewes Crescent is something else. A 
Picturesque assemblage of broken outlines and an irregular 
grouping of parts, coupled with the crescents overall visual 
conception, creates here a composition which lacks nothing in 
the way of Picturesque amenities. We must not overlook the 
influence of Thomas Cubitt here. Although he built only 
about one third of all the houses, they reflect his work at 
Belgravia and the Pimlico estates in London. 
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continuum here is not merely confined to Lewes Crescent: it 
begins in the large void of the rectangular Sussex Square 
and is rapidly funneled off into the descending slopes of 
the crescent. Now the relationship of a rectangular square 
(where it serves as a parvis or cour d 1honneur) to an 
elliptical square is a common theme in many 18th and 19th 
cnetury towns, particularly in the Palatine towns of Germany 
such as Ludwigslust, Mannheim, and Karlsruhe.1 In these 
examples the two spatial sequences are axially related to 
the main schloss, while a principal street extends the axis 
into the civic center, or else limits it by intervening 
streets and buildings. Although the Sussex Square-Lewes 
Crescent sequence is formalistic in layout, the effect is 
less strict and more flexible than these German examples. 
This is not only due to the steep gradient of the shoreline 
cliffs, but the complete absence of any man-made or natural 
objects which would tend to act as brakes upon the spatial 
momentum. Penetration extends downward along the slopes 
and outward beyond the seawall, embracing the entire 
panorama of sea and sky. Hence, the final spatial result 
here is that of a free, unlimited space-form, similar in its 
effect to those at Clifton, although here the directional 
lcr. Dobert, Johannes-Paul: Bauten und Baumeister in 
Ludwi~slust, Magdeburg, 1920; Fraenkel, Hugo: Das Manriheimer 
Stadt lit Einst und Jetzt, Mannheim, 1925; Ehrenberg, K.: 
Baugescfi{chte von Karlsruhe, Karlsruhe, 1909. 
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perspective effect is created by ,the existence of the twin 
geometrical forms of rectangle and semi-ellipsoid, in place 
of the more common semi-ellipse alone. 
Like Bath and Clifton, and later on, at Edinburgh, the 
crescents of Brighton serve as effective nuclei of urban 
organization. This is not to say that the crescent was the 
most common architectonic form found in Brighton, for this 
is not so. As in most English towns, the street with terrace 
block and detached house remained the most characteristic 
feature of 19th century Brighton. The principal influence 
exercised by the crescents here lay in their directional 
configuration, in their emphasis upon an axial alignment of 
the town towards the sea. Early buildings such as the Regent's 
Marine Pavilion and Marlborough House completely disregarded 
the scenic advantages of the Channel with their east-west 
orientation. The. very first structure of note to reverse 
this early tendency was the Royal Crescent, which sought 
both an axial alignment with the sea, and the exploitation 
of the dramatic possibilities of the landscape. Kemp Town 
arose from this example, to be in time followed by Brunswick 
Town and a whole host of terraces, squares, and crescents; 
and, from the Royal Crescent, the further penetration of the 
urban nucleus was directed or focused upon the climactic vision 
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of the 1 sea. 
Although Lewes Crescent at Kemp Town, like the Royal 
Crescent before it, was a determining factor in the later 
course of Brighton's urban configuration, it is neverthe-
less entirely self-contained. Sussex Square gives the 
distinct impression of being sealed off from the surround-
ing fields and shoreline, even though breaks occur along 
its east-west sides, and the entire south entrance is open. 
Its dimensions are sufficiently great to consider the form 
a limited spatial cube, almost along the lines of the 
closed space-forms of the London squares. In Lewes 
Crescent the scale is such that one is entirely aware of 
the enclosed park bounded by both arms of the semi-ellipse. 
Actually, there is a dual impression of the hidden, secluded 
London type square (closed space-form) combined with the 
open, limitless form with total spatial release, reminiscent 
of such squares as Paris's Place de la Concorde, and Naples 
Piazza Plebiscita. 
We have referred to the crescents primary role at 
Brighton as that of an organic stimuli which directed the 
town's development and growth towards a shoreline alignment. 
Only secondarily do we observe the crescents here as 
individual enclosures or limited apace-forma. However, the 
lThia does not hold true for the Brighton developments 
during the late-Victorian age, which turned their backs 
upon the magnetism of the sea, and created a lifeless grid 
scheme ill-suited to the landscape. 
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Brighton crescents failed to develop from their original 
fUnction as directional impulses; that is, they were an 
architectonic form limited to the configuration of the shore-
line. During the late-Victorian period, or from about 
1860 onward, when Brighton began to expand inland and away 
from the more developed coast, a marked change in the 
appearance of the town took place. Late-Victorian Brighton 
reverted back to a scheme based in large measure upon the 
gridiron system, a scheme in which the supreme flexibility 
of the crescents played little part. This was principally 
due to the basic failure to correlate the crescent with the 
earlier urban nucleus. As early-19th century Brighton 
expanded to the east and west, the crescents, and those 
terraces and detached houses forming an organic part of their 
development, turned away from the civic center. Both the 
Royal Crescent and Lewes Crescent lacked all aesthetic and 
spatial connection with Brighton, a system in absolute 
contrast to Bath, where the crescents connect urban and 
outer space by both visual and spatial means. Town and 
country rarely merged at Brighton because the crescent 
preferred to remain in aloof isolation as an independent 
housing estate. 
The lack of visual and spatial relation to the civic 
center can be seen in still another famous Brighton 
structure, the Adelaide or Queen Adelaide Crescent. (Plate 
LX). This terrace was located in the village of Hove, 
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immediately to the west of Brunswick Town and about one mile 
from the oivio nucleus. Thomas Read Kemp, the original 
owner of the property, had envisioned the creation of another 
Kemp Town upon the open downs; and, more than one plan was 
brought fourth during the period of his tenure from 1825 to 
1 1830, before the land was sold. The new owner at once 
began laying out a narrow but very deep crescent along the 
tract, calling in no less an architect than Deoimus Burton 
2 to design the structure. Although Adelaide Crescent was 
begun in December, 1830, work was not completed until o. 
1860; and, while the layout is essentially Burton's, many 
of the later houses departed from his original designs. 
The crescent is magnificently sited atop the same lime-
stone cliff overlooking the Channel as the Royal and Lewes 
Crescents, and on the same north-south axis; and, its 
horizontal axis is a still further prolongation of the 
coastal King's Road, the via triumphalis of Brighton. Its 
form is peculiar in that it is not a long, shallow semi-
ellipsoid in the usual fashion, but a semi-oirole whose 
sides are prolonged as straight axes. Due to this form, 
spatial penetration from within is somewhat limited, for 
the space-form enclosed on three unbroken sides seriously 
restricts any spatial or even visual extension. The obvious 
lAs evidenced in the Bri§hton Gazette, Oot. 20, 1825; 
Sussex Advertiser, Mar. 10, 1 28. 
2He was, of course, the son of the same Thomas Burton 
who helped build Kemp Town. 
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intent here was not to create a bella vista or an expanding 
view of the sea, but merely a restricted area defined by the 
limited curvature of the crescent. 
Along with the Royal Crescent and Lewes Crescent, the 
principal importance of Adelaide crescent lies in its 
directional emphasis upon a shoreline alignment. In this 
respect it merely continued the progress of this cult of the 
seaside residence to the west, just as Kemp Town had pushed 
it far to the east of the old aivic center. A host of sea-
side developments followed hard upon the heels of these 
pioneer layouts at Brighton. They are found along the 
entire English shoreline, but are particularly noticeable, 
and perhaps received their greatest development, along the 
south coast. This period from the 1830's onward was the 
great age of the fashionable seaside watering resort which 
witnessed the virtual eclipse of the earlier inland thermal 
resorts so popular during the Regency. With Brighton as 
the exemplar of contemporary stylistic trends, a myrial of 
towns sprang up along the Channel from Dover to Plymouth, 
and along the Irish Sea from Bristol to Glasgow. Many of 
these new towns were created in direct emulation of the 
Brighton archetype not only in regard to their layout, 
1 but even to the finer details of style. However, many 
more went far beyond Brighton in their flexible approach 
lsuch as the glazed stucco of the Royal Crescent, which 
became the veritable leitmotif of succeeding seaside 
architecture. 
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to street and terrace design, and on their emphasis upon 
the use of the detached villa and cottage ornee. That end-
less parade of unbroken terraces fronting the shore-front, 
and the later gridiron scheme of the inland town tended to 
disappear in many of the lesser-known coastal resorts, 
although they continued to dominate the landscapes of many 
of the more-famous sea resorts. But regardless of location, 
the somewhat geometrical layout of Brighton was now minimized, 
to be I'JUpplanted by a more flexible arrangement of street 
and house created in greater conformity to the natural topog-
raphy. 
The basic scheme of Brighton, along with subsequent 
developments, assumed many forms at the new coastal towns, 
ranging from a direct and invariably uninspired imitation of 
the prototype, to an open, almost formless sequence of detached 
villas and Picturesque cottages ornees. Some of the most 
imaginative of town plans can be seen along the immensely 
picturesque Lyme Bay section of the Devon coast, between 
Weymouth and Plymouth. Three regional towns in particular 
deserve mention: Torquay, Teignmouth, and Sidmouth.1 Sidmouth 
marks the furthest departure from the Brighton layout, for 
the terrace block and crescent are hardly used to create an 
2 
urban space-volume sequence. Instead, the theme here is 
1on the Devon coastal towns, of. the Transactions of 
the Devonshire Association; w. G. Hoskins and R.P.R. Finberg, 
Devonshire Studies, 1952. 
2Exceptions are two short, somewhat informal terraces: 
Coburg Terrace and Fortfield Terrace. 
the individual villa and cottage ornee. The village is 
built up around a small harbor, with 
surrounding it and extending down to 
tall chalk cliffs 
1 
the sea. Under such 
(261) 
ctrcumstances the grid pattern was, naturally enough, 
impossible to carry out. In place of such a scheme a ribbon-
type development was, however, entirely possible; and, from 
the short Esplanade winding around the harbor, such a scheme 
wlS carried out. In place of the sequence of terraces, 
crescents, and detached villas along the ribbon development 
(such as one finds at Troquay), space is penetrated merely 
by a succession of well-placed Regency villas and Picturesque 
/' 
cottage ornees. The relation of volumetric villa to the 
surrounding void, accompanied by a magnificent panorama of 
the sea, is eminently successful here, although done on a 
s~ll scale. However, because the development lacks the 
' ' 
crescent form, we must leave this brief study for more 
profitable areas. 
Further wast along the Devon coast we come to 
Teignmouth, a town of far greater proportions than Sidmouth. 
Like Sidmouth, it only became popular as a resort during the 
late-Regency, and reached the acme of fashion during the 
Victorian age. Although the town grew along a somewhat 
ribbon-like pattern, and the detached villa and cottage 
ornee were without doubt the dominant architectural motifs, 
the resulting estate is quite different from that of Sidmouth • 
...,.--lNot'at all uncommon along this coast and in Cornwall. 
The undul,ating landscape is not sufficiently elevated to 
produce an uninterrupted view of the sea, while many of the 
villas lack a coastal orientation. But the salvation of 
Teignmouth as town planning appears in its grandest 
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1 
composition, the large terrace block known as Den Crescent. 
This long, semi-elliptical structure curves along through 
the old urban nucleus along as east-west axis and exactly 
atlgned with the shore. Although the crescent is not sited 
along the shore, but further inland and within the civic 
center, the elevated landscape is more than sufficient to 
endow it with all the visual benefits of the bella vista. 
The proud, classical facade opens up in a wide perspective 
to embrace both sea and sky, and much of the town, although 
the urban landscape was even then broken up by ill-sited 
st~uctures. 
While the penetration from Den Crescent is relatively 
unimpeded by natural or man-made objects, the structure is 
so shallow in depth and so great in length that space is 
hardly contained within its axis. Instead, any formal 
spatial accents are immediately dissipated by the lack of 
definable boundaries and the absence of a climactic stop. 
The result is thus a free, limitless void lacking all 
structural cohesion. 
Picturesque planning in the south-west of England 
reached its zenith at the small city of Torquay, the queen of 
1Built in 1826 by Andrew Patey; cf. Colvin, p. 446. 
Devonshire watering places. Like most of these towns, it 
was a mere hamlet of local farmers, and the incidental site 
of Tor Abbey, the only real man-made feature of note, prior 
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to its sudden rise to fame during the 19th oentury. Torquay's 
location is very similar to that of Sidmouth, that is, an 
original urban nucleus built up around a harbor which is 
really only a small indenture in the rocky coastline, while 
mass.i ve chalk cliffs served as an effect! ve backdrop to the 
town nestled below. Thus, the marvelously effective layout 
which evolved from the harbor nucleus was in great part 
conditioned by the na·tural setting. A quasi -gridiron or 
radio-centric scheme was, of course, impossible to realize 
under such conditions. Again reminiscent of Brighton and 
most of the other coastal towns, a single family was mainly 
responsible for its development. Sir Lawrence Palk and, 
after him, Sir Lawrence Vaughn Palk first realized the 
possibilities of its picturesque location coupled with 
unique climatic conditions, while much of the actual build-
ing was executed by Jacob Harvey and his sons J. T. Harvey 
and w. Harvey. The pattern of free-flowing, ribbon masses 
of terrace and villa which characterize Torquay began 
auspiciously during the Regency when Higher Terrace was 
erected by Jacob Harvey (c. 1811) on the higher elevations 
west of the harbor, and paralleling the Stand in the lower 
town. Although admittedly modest in dimensions, particular-
ly when compared to the later crescents at Torquay, it is a 
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forerunner of things to come. Its short axis follows every 
change in the contour of the vertiginous slopes, while the 
sides of the vista from so shallow a crescent are arranged 
in diverging lines. We have here a total penetration of 
exterior space which is only realized in combination with 
the bella vista. 
The major function of this first terrace at Torquay 
was the creation of a directional impetus for its urban 
expansion. The hillside terrace was to form the basis and 
nucleus of an entirely new, Romantic concept in town planning. 
From Harvey's terrace a vast wave of ribbon structures 
would penetrate the slopes surrounding the harbor, creating 
in the process a civic core of infinite flexibility and 
picturesque informality. 
Torquay's Higher Terrace was soon followed by similar 
structures located along either side of the harbor's rim. 
Both Vaughn Parade and Victoria Parade are magnificently 
sited high upon the hills overlooking the tiny harbor, twin 
boundaries as it were for the heretofore civic nucleus. In 
this respect, they are limiting developments of the nucleus, 
that is, estates or architectonic elements utilized to de-
fine the spatial and geographical characteristics of the 
town, similar in this respect to both Kemp Town and 
Brunswick Town at Brighton. Here, on the other hand, they 
are situated in an amphitheatral bowl (Figure 49), with the 
twin terraces extending along the rim of the auditorium or 
cavaea, while the town itself lies below in what here could 
be considered the orchestra, with a limitless vista of sea 
and sky serving as an effective backdrop or proscenium 
stage. Now this comparison of town development with the 
form of the ancient Greek or Roman theatre has been made 
before in the case of Bath, particularly in the Circus-
Crescent complex and the later Lansdown Crescent.1 But the 
c 
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Figure 49. Elements of the Torquay Complex Superimposed 
Upon A Schematic Diagram of the Ancient Greek Theatre. 
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successful imitation of and realization of the aesthetic and 
spatial qualities of the ancient theatre was only in part 
attained here at Bath, and that only in the above-mentioned 
segment. On the other hand, the entire complex of Torquay 
was formed by the natural amphitheatral bowl carved out 
1 cr. p. 27 ft. 
between two prominent cliffs, a natural trapezoidal void-
created over a period of fifty years. 
Like Higher Terrace, both Vaughn and Victoria Parades 
were built by Jacob Harvey, beginning about 1830. Unlike 
that earlier structure, however, these later terraces were 
not erected to conform to the parallel axis of the harbor 
or the Strand. Instead of following the al~gnment of 
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Higher Terrace, and of the pattern set down by Brighton of 
parallel development, Harvey wisely chose to align both 
crescents at right angles to Higher Terrace, thereby avoid-
ing the geometrical formalism of Brighton's layout, although 
doing away with the continuity common to more monumental 
layouts. This decision to vary the directional penetration 
of each crescent and terrace was soon to produce momentous 
results. As Torquay grew during the 1840's, 50's, and 60•s, 
each successive wave of its ribbon development was made 
outstanding by one or more crescents or terraces created in 
the informal, Romantic rhythm of these earlier structures. 
Beacon Terrace went up during the 1830's, extending the 
crescent penetration in the elevated landscape south of the 
town's nucleus, while north of the harbor in the Waldon Hill 
sector, a housing estate mainly characterized by the free 
disposition of elaborate villas and cottages ornees. Abbey 
Crescent (late 1850's) was extended in a similar fashion. 
Precipitous limestone cliffs prevented an immediate expansion 
to the west of the old harbor nucleus; and, when large-scale 
estates did finally develop in the area, they had to be 
sited upon the summit of the cliffs, that is, far removed 
from any previous development. 
The dominant nucleus of this westward expansion was 
unquestionably Torquay's most ambitious terrace, Hesketh 
Crescent, begun during the late-1840's and only completed 
in the following decade. Although its tall, imposing 
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array of engaged columns surmounted by classically correct 
pediments along the center bay and wings struck a somewhat 
discordant note in the Torquay scene of Romantic revivalism, 
its organic form continued and even heightened that sequence 
of solids and voids radiating from the lower town. 
On a hilly site such as Torquay the town planners 
primary consideration lies in the handling of natural land 
contours. From such a position he seeks to exploit the 
dramatic possibilities of the location, and to define any 
spatial limitations. That aesthetic considerations were 
upermost in the mind of the planners here is immediately 
apparent in that magnificent succession of terraces and 
detached villas radiating like the diazoma of the Greek 
theatre. Each structure looks out over the lower civic 
nucleus and the sea without any visual halts either from 
man-made or natural objects, producing a perspective effect 
whose vague boundaries diverge to a distant climax ending 
only with the horizon. Hence, visually Torquay's crescents 
recall those at Clifton in their free-spatial makeup and in 
their lack of structural definition. The urban layout is 
marked by the subservience of all parts to the frame of 
the general pattern, with each unit directed or focused 
upon the visual climax. The system here deliberately 
located each structure relative to its neighbor, but never 
parallel to or at right angles to that unit. It was a 
deliberate, asymmetrical arrangement controlled by the 
amphitheatral background, a system which emphasized the 
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void at the expense of a quantitative development and 
consequent large population. Thus, Torquay 1 s developers 
avoided from the very beginning that urban congestion 
typical of such otherwise well planned towns as Brighton 
and Worthing. However, it was not only the natural topo-
graphy which dictated such a layout, although that was 
certainly all-important in the town's eventual character, 
but a deliberate striving for the triumph of open space in 
urban design. Those 19th century theoreticians and 
practical designers who extolled so vigourously the Picture-
sque and the later merits of the Garden City were virtually 
in unanimous agreement upon the dominance of the void in 
city design, not merely a void for its own sake, but one 
created as naturally and as Picturesquely as possible to 
act as a foil for the terrace or villa forming a part of 
its setting. Usually the town planner was only successful 
operating within the rather narrow limits of the housing 
estate; only rarely was he able to influence appreciably 
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the planning of a large area. Torquay itself evolved from 
the simultaneous erection of numerous housing estates, with 
each estate linked both spatially and aesthetically, thus 
producing a completely unified picture. 
That Picturesque Romanticism associated with Torquay, 
and, to a lesser extent, at Sidmouth and Taignmouth, was 
passed on to a host of seaside resorts in England. However, 
Romantic town planning was, on the whole, less successful in 
these later resorts. Instead, the exact and repetitive 
geometry of the 18th century garden and town, disdaining the 
hilly site, again reared its head. Most of these towns ware 
either situated upon unfavorable topography, such as flat 
sites adjacent to the sea, thus virtually eliminating any 
aesthetic and spatial benefits, or elsa they were deliber-
ately layed out upon mora geometrical lines. Brighton, 
not Bath, was the common inspiration for their design, 
although it must be said that many of them sought a bland 
compromise between the two towns. Typifying this trend are 
those towns which grew up during the early and mid-Victorian 
a·ra (most of them are clustered around the Brighton archetype), 
such as Worthing and, further east, Hastings and St. 
Leonarda. Worthing was close enough to draw at first hand 
many of the themes of Brighton, notably the use of monu-
mental stucco facades extended at length along the beach 
front, and the general parallel arrangement of individual 
crescents, terraces, and detached villas, all uniformly 
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fronting the sea. Perhaps the most salient deficiency in 
Worthing's planning, and one which it owes to Brighton, is 
the comparative disregard for the landscape. Like Brighton, 
it is located along a long, gently-sloping down which 
finally terminates at the beach front cliffs. Far to the 
north the South Downs protect it from the prevailing north 
and west winds during the winter months, thus giving it a 
comparatively mild climate. Instead of developing this 
higher landscape away from the beach, the builders of 
Worthing chose to follow the example of Brighton by lining 
the entire shore front with an uninterrupted series of 
terraces and villas, thus endowing it from the very beginning 
with a mass of congestion and a complete absence of spatial 
freedom. Only when all available land was occupied here 
did the developers seek to build on the more scenic higher 
landscape. However, in the mad rush to occupy every avail-
able space within the protective cover of the South Down, 
the mistakes made in the development of the beach front 
were once again repeated. The void before the terrace or 
detached house was considered not for its aesthetic 
qualities, but as just so much. additional space to build 
upon. Park Crescent in Worthing is typical. (Figure 5o). 
As originally planned, it was to consist of a long, shallow 
semi-ellipse of late-Regency semi-detached villas, with one 
wing removed at an oblique angle. (Plate LXL). The semi-
ellipse was closed on all sides, with a long, low girdle 
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wall along the long end, and the remaining side taken up 
with a series of imposing classical villas. The enclosed 
landscape was to have been re-created along strict Picture-
sque lines, with the entensive lawns broken up by informally 
arranged trees and shrubs. Now Park Crescent is eminently 
characteristic of Picturesque planning in its visual conception 
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Figure So. Park Crescent, Worthing. Original Plan. 
of architecture in terms of a landscape setting. The 
Romantically arranged park is in itself a logical and 
aesthetic projection of the semi-detached houses of the 
crescent, and vice versa. As individual planning it is very 
effective, with the irregular mass and broken skyline of the 
crescent forming a Picturesque counterpart to the informal 
park to its front. But the spatial effectiveness of the 
crescent form has been seriously limited by many elements: 
a girdle wall creating a unified enclosure, the elaborately 
contrived park set amidst the natural openess of the downs, 
and the sharp masses of the individual villas breaking it 
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upon the perspective. At Bath and Torquay the landscape was 
left untouched, while architecture was built around it. Here 
the designers have gone back to the old sharawaggi style of 
the early 18th century, recalling in the process the associ-
ational and allusive gardens of Chiswick, Rousham, and the 
still later pictorialism of Lancelot Brown. Instead, the 
landscape here is formed in accordance with the house. 
The absence of panoramic perspectives and a limitless 
penetration of space seen in housing developments such as 
Park Crescent, and in direct contradiction to the natural 
landscape, was to a large extent conditioned by trends in 
planning for the remainder of the town. However, the 
utilization of the crescent as a free space-form did not by 
any means disappear during the later phases of development 
in the seaside resorts. Although it made only an infrequent 
(and all too-often, ineffective) appearance as a key unit in 
the organization of urban space, at least as these urban 
centers spread beyond their original nucleus, the crescent 
continued to proudly grace the shoreline cliffs of the 
majority of these towns. Pelham Crescent at the south 
coastal resort of Hastings is typical of this later form. 
(Plate LXII). Erected during the 1820's when the resort 
was undergoing its initial development, it is magnificently 
sited along the steep chalk cliffs which rise abruptly from 
the sea. We are instantly reminded of the crescents at 
Torquay, with an unimpeded bella vista coupled with a free, 
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almost amorphous spatial form. Space here is dispelled and 
accentuated by the rhythm of undulating topography and the 
absence of any restricting objects, while the short floor 
level, combined with an extremely high ceiling, produces an 
almost complete void. 
One other resort town was, however, a worthy successor 
to the Romantic layout of Torquay, and that was Bournemouth 
on the south coast. Its rise to fame as a seaside resort 
only began after about 1810, while it was not until the 1830's 
and 1840's that the city reached the.zenith of its develop-
ment. Like Torquay and Bath, its natural hilly site has 
been exploited to the fullest, with each crescent and villa 
aesthetically aligned with the shoreline. The civic nucleus 
was built up at the mouth of the river Bourne, itself panor-
amically located on Poole Bay a~d between rising hills on 
either side. Hence, the Bourne trough neatly divides the 
town into two halves, East Cliff and West Cliff, both of 
which are, however, connected. From Figure 51 it can be 
seen that the leitmotif of Bournemouth's design is the 
crescent, or variations upon the crescent theme, for, with 
the exception of a later part of East Cliff, the class-
icistic allee has no place in the overall composition. 
Upon the cliffs immediately overlooking the sea the compo-
sition is similar to that of Brighton, that is,a sequence 
of parallel terraces and roads. But where Brighton as an 
effective piece of city planning ended at the beach front, 
Bournemouth just begins. As one progresses away from the 
shoreline the pattern changes from a geometrical formalism 
to a free, informal flexibility. On East Cliff, two huge 
crescents made up of detached villas fan out from the edge 
Figure 51. Bournemouth, Showing Estate Developments of 
the 1830's and 1840's. 
of the high down, while the serpentine streets, each 
characterized by detached villas, echo the interior forms. 
The undulating landscape of West Cliff is quite similar, 
with the circus, crescent, and convex-concave street domi-
nating the scene. 
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However, Bournemouth displays little in the way of a 
consious attempt to mould space. Like the Greek hillside 
polls, there is no feeling for a channeled or controlled 
vista, but only of an unlimited view of the landscape. The 
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bella vista dominated the entire urban atmosphere, with no 
real interest in the shaped void. The primary character-
istic here upon these undulating downs lies in the relation-
ship of masses to each other, an interest in pure volume 
and not in exterior space proper. One could perhaps say 
that the nucleus is composed of a rhythmical sequence of 
shaped volumes and unformed voids, with the voids occupying 
a large area in the overall complex, but unfortunately 
playing no real part in relating the various volumes. 
Victorian formlessness, introduced by the hydraheaded 
creatures spawned by the Industrial Revolution and the advent 
of the railroad, and exemplified in such cities as Leeds, 
Birmingham, Manchester, and Sheffield, has its true roots in 
some of the planning of the late-Regency. This can be seen 
in the case of the town of Ardrossan in Ayrshire. As en-
1 
visioned by its principal developer, Peter Nicholson, the 
town was to have been created around two separate harbors, 
each situated at right angles to the other, with a long 
promontory separating the two bays. The northern-most 
harbor 2 was designed as the principal one, with the market 
place on one end, and the docks located along the promontory. 
Monumental terraces stretching the full distance between the 
docks and the market place were axially aligned with the sea, 
1
cr. Colvin, p. 415 ff. 
2created by the engineer Thomas Telford. 
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and faced out upon the Bay of Ardrossan. The 2800-foot 
axis was broken at only two points to make way for a wide, 
semi-elliptical indenture of the facade, while a parallel 
terrace extended the full distance 100 feet behind the bay-
Figure 52. Plan of the Town of Ardrossan. Layed Out by 
Peter Nicholson. 
side unit, with an informal garden breaking into a section 
of the rear. The adjacent bay was almost entirely taken up 
by a grandiose crescent of unbelievable dimensions: the 
horizontal axis alone was 3500 feet in lengtht Hence, the 
entire town was to consist of only the terrace group on the 
north bay, and the crescent along the east bay. Now aside 
from its obvious lack of practicality, or as even a secluded 
abode for the retired civil servants and aristocracy, 
Androssan contains numerous weaknesses. Chief among these is 
a striking parallel to Victorian layouts in its disregard 
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for the landscape and prominent topographical features. The 
crescent is so great that it practically occupies the entire 
cur~ature of the bay, with no transition between the facade 
and the shoreline. The villa-lined semi-ellipse blandly hugs 
the shore regardless of the numerous changes in topography, 
while the twin row of terraces facing Androssan Bay reveal a 
similar lack of union with their surroundings. Hence, 
Androssan reveals itself as a hybrid, a basically Picturesque 
scheme with more than its share of 18th century formalism and 
exactitude, while at the same time containing the embryo of 
that Victorian formlessness which disdained and turned away 
from the Picturesque landscape. 
Although most Regency planning lacked a sense of that 
heroic continuity and progression common to more monumental 
layouts, it contained a wonderful feeling for laying out an 
open spatial unit in accordance with the character of the 
topography. The vast majority of Victorian planning, on the 
other hand, lacked both qualities. Here at Androssan both 
terraces and crescent are unrealistically related to each 
other and to the landscape. There is no real attempt to 
form either structure into spatial nuclei, or even into 
self-contained spatial units, for spatial articulation has 
little or no value in the layout of this town. Instead, all 
one finds is a hypothetical scheme of solids and volumes 
indiscriminately disposed over the landscape. Upon 
examination of Figure 52 we find that the crescent adjoins 
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The double row of terraces along its southern end. Instead 
of a transitional void between the two structures, which in 
the least would have provided a convenient three-dimensional 
reference point between both solids, the crescent breaks into 
the rear terrace, thus negating any spatial or volumetric 
relationship. We are on the threshold of Victorian dis-
harmony and formlessness in such layouts. 
The virtual culmination of circus and crescent design 
in toWn planning was reached early in the 19th century at 
Edinburgh. What was begun at Bath almost a century pre-
viously, and which had been disseminated throughout Britain 
during the ensuing years, finally attained its climax in 
this northern city. Here a city of great magnitude was 
transformed principally through the medium of these two 
forms. 
Edinburgh's New Town (as the principal development 
came to known) actually began as far back as 1767, for it 
was in that year that James Craig was given the award to 
develop a large area of the city north of the Nor' Loch and 
the medieval complex around the Castle. (Plate LXIII). 
Over the next thirty years a somewhat rigid rectilinear 
scheme evolved from the initial section, three parallel 
streets (Princess, Queen, George) bounded by two large 
London-type squares (Charlotte, St. Andrew).1 However, in 
lcharlotte Square was only begun in 1791 from the 
designs of Robert Adam. 
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spite of the grid scheme which eventually developed here, 
Craig had envisioned a plan along the lines of the Bath 
model, for he had originally suggested the use of an enormous 
circus to be placed in the center of George-Street, an idea 
1 which was soon rejected, In 1786 Craig submitted a second 
and more ambitious scheme for the development of the un-
dulating landscape north and east of Queen Street towards 
Calton Hill, In addition to its other admirable features, 
Craig's plan included a grandiose circus (its diameter 
exceeded 500 feet) similar to the version in his initial plan, 
While most of Craig's scheme was altered during the later 
build-up of the area, his aim to create a new city along 
the lines of Bath bore fruit in the work of his successors, 
for the flowing forms of that city were in time applied 
here on a scale lacking all precedent, and to an extent far 
beyond his fondest dreams, 
The first phase in the development of Edinburgh's New 
Town ended with the war period of 1793-1815, After Waterloo, 
however, town planning in the city entered a new and more 
varied phase, The rectilinear scheme of the Princess Street 
complex was now supplanted by one of infinite flexibility 
and freedom, a scheme based almost completely upon the proto-
types at Bath, Now this post-Waterloo epoch in Edinburgh 
lCf, MacGibbon, D, and Ross, T,: Castellated and 
Domestic Architecture of Scotland, 5 vols. Edinburgh, 1887-92; 
Hughes, H,: An Early 19th Century Townplanning Scheme, XII, 
69-80, 
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was characterized by the overwhelming influence of a classi-
cal resuscitation. Perhaps more than England, Scotland 
embraced from the very beginning the Greek Revival in its 
architectural expansion. Although this style became in 
time the dominant motif of the city, the earlier Princess 
Street complex faithfully echoes an 18th century Georgian 
theme of red brick and dressed stone ornamentation. How-
ever, with the rapid expansion of the city north of Queen 
Street after Waterloo, the architecture consisted of 
ponderous stone piles executed in an idiom vaguely recall-
ing the glories of antiquity. With Calton Hill serving as 
a convenient Acropolis, or at least a Lycabaetus, a nucleus 
of Greek structures went up along the flank of the Nor' Loch 
1 
and around Calton Hill. Waterloo Place, Edinburgh High 
2 . 
School, the Royal Academy, and the National Gallery3 all 
attest to the dominance of the classical revival in 
Edinburgh. But if the stylistic trend in the city's archi-
tecture remained faithful to Greek Revivalism, its planning 
reflected a mode far removed from the space concepts of the 
Greek polis. The articulation of exterior space was never 
considered important by the Greeks, who were really only 
concerned with setting off the shaped volume, and in the 
lrt was no doubt inspired by Nash's entrance to Regent 
Street. 
2Begun in 1825 by Thomas Hamilton. 
3The latter two were built from the designs of W. H. 
Playfair. 
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penetration of interior space. The later expansion of this 
modern Athens thus displayed the anomaly of classically 
correct masses set amid frankly Romantic surroundings. 
A major step towards the extension of the New Town was 
taken in 1819, when w. H. Playfair produced a scheme for 
the development of a large area north of Queen Street. Due 
to the ever-present difficulties of finances and subsidi-
zation, it was not until 1822 that the project was begun in 
earnest. Playfair 1 s scheme was ambitious in the extreme, 
as one can grasp from Figure 53. A section of Craig's 
rectilinear Princess Street Complex was continued to the 
north, but happily the parallelogram system of that earlier 
development was not the dominant theme here. Instead, 
borrowing no doubt from Craig's unsuccessful venture to 
introduce the Bath motifs of circus and crescent, Playfair 
wisely chose to model the landscape with these forms; and, 
the freely formed complexes that soon resulted from his 
efforts marked a radical departure from Craig's scheme. As 
space was limited along the northwest section, that is, 
between Queen Street and the 'dater of Leith with its 
precipitous cliffs, Playfair decided to create a sequence 
of circuses and crescents, a succession of free space units 
which would effectively tie together the rectilinear scheme 
to the south, and the urban complex undergoing development 
to the north. The sequence of Moray Place-Ainslie Place-
Randolph Crescent not only retains a sense of that 
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monumental continuity common to more impressive Baroque 
layouts, but it displays a maximum utilization of a plastic 
modeling of exterior space. Both the forms (but not the 
Figure 53. Section of New Town, Edinburgh. Designed by 
'"·H. Playfair From 1822 Onward. (A), Royal Circus; (B), 
Horay Place; (C), Ainslie Place; (D), Randolph Crescent; 
(E), Abercromby Place; (F), Drummond Place; (G), Royal 
Crescent. 
dour, classically heroic style) and the siting reflect that 
Romantic picturesqueness first conceived at Bath, and soon 
disseminated throughout the land. Each mass is proudly 
sited upon the prominent topography, at the same time 
commanding a panoramic vista of the lower Princess Street 
complex, and the higher landscape north of the Water of 
Leith. Further to the east, Playfair displayed even More 
ingenuity in modeling the landscape. Here the urban scene 
is not entirely comprised of circuses and crescents formed 
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in geometrical sequence; now the pattern consists of a small 
gridiron scheme which serves as a nucleus for a sequence of 
surrounding circuses and crescents. Abercromby Place, 
Drummond Place, Royal Crescent, and Eyre Crescent form an 
uninterrupted sequence along the eastern border of the 
estate, extending from Queen Street to the Water of Leith. 
On the west, the Royal Circus1 creates the atmosphere of a 
Romantic interlude between Moray Place and the grid system 
further to the east. But it is more than a spatial pause 
between two distinct urban complexes; it ties together both 
units, uniting them into a single complex. Drummond Place 
and the Royal Circus are united by a single axis, lending the 
atmosphere of the classicistic allee to an otherwise picture-
sque scene. The distance between both units is great, but 
it is considerably shortened by the two links of an axial 
sequence with its channeled vista. Morey Place is in turn 
linked to the Royal Circus by the crescent-shaped Doune 
Terrace, which lacks the axial vista of the Drummond Place-
Royal Circus spatial accent, but which contains an equally 
effective spatial continuity. 
The freely-formed complex of Playfair's New Town is not 
1Not only the forms, but even the names are freely 
borrowed from the Bath archetype. 
only spatially and visually interrelated, with the entire 
system forming the nucleus of later developments, but each 
unit is self-contained, a limited cube of space. In the 
sequence of Moray Place-Ainslie Place-Randolph Crescent, 
where each unit merges uninterruptedly into the next, they 
are at the same time spatially independent, with enclosed 
surfaces structually defined. The complex as a whole is 
ope~ and freely formed, a plastic modelling of the spatial 
atmosphere, while each space-form is coherent and closed. 
Perspectives, and the bella vista, do not enter the 
picture in the New Town complex, at least as we know it 
from the Bath models. Although the planning here is any-
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1 thing but formal, it yet retains that formal or continuous 
perspective common to such layouts, with the entire pattern 
directed upon or focused along the unbroken vista or allee. 
In fact, Playfair's complex is Baroque in everything but the 
forms themselves. The diverging or converging vistas of the 
Bath layout, or at least one which is synonymous with the 
very structure of the circus and crescent, is missing here. 
Space in the New Town is a free-flowing continuum, an 
artificially forced acceleration directed along narrow 
corridors with well-defined boundaries; a system in sharp 
contrast to the free and limitless forms at Bath. The 
Drummond Place-Royal Circus group is typical. Instead of 
lThe Moray Place-Randolph Crescent group is similar to 
the classicistic pattern of grouped squares, such as the 
Place Stanislaus complex at Nancy, but here the terminus is 
not closed as at Nancy, but open and spatially released. 
the diverging perspectives natural to a crescent form such 
as Drummond Place, the spatial acceleration is directed to 
the center and along its major axis, thus achieving an 
arrested expansion from the base-solid. This is in fact a 
typical example of the Baroque emphasis upon the dynamic 
spatial movement, upon the directed perspective. 
While the plastic moulding of exterior space through 
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the use of both circus and crescent was realized on a large 
scale here in Playfield 1 s New Town, it was merely the begin-
ning of such urban exploitation. More than at any comparable 
city in Britain, these forms became in time the veritable 
leitmotif of town planning during the latter half of the 
19th century.1 The region south of the Water of Leith and 
west of Princess Street was soon turned into a labyrinth of 
right-angle streets and elliptical voids, an interesting 
enough scheme which, however, lacks all spatial or visual 
accents, or even the monumental vistas common to the New 
Town. However, planning north of the Water of Leith was far 
different. From the 1830's and 1840's onward, a vast 
complex was carved out of the slopes north of the Water of 
Leith, a grand scale housing estate which now emphasized 
the freely-formed crescent and not the more geometrical 
circus (a form more typical of the New Town). What is most 
striking about this entire layout is its emphasis upon the 
1Even much of the 20th century expansion here has 
been characterized by the free exploitation of such forms. 
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Romantically-inspired villa or terrace, upon the Picturesque 
modelling of architecture and its adjacent void. Monumental 
vistas and dynamic directional accents-so typical of Playfair's 
layout-do not exist here. From Figure 54 we find that a 
Figure 54. Edinburgh, Showing Later Extensions of the New 
Town. C. 1830-1850. {A) St. Bernard's Crescent; (B), Dean 
Park Crescent; (C), Clarendon Crescent; (D), Buckingham 
Terrace. 
sequence of semi-elliptical terraces dominate the heights 
above the Water of Leith. There is no directed movement or 
attempt to create artificial spatial and visual accents here, 
nor is there any particular desire to attain a uniformity of 
design. The dominant theme is the culte de la colline, the 
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shaping of man-made structures in conformity with the 
topographical contours. The sequence of St. Bernards Crescent-
Dean Park Crescent-Clarendon Crescent-Buckingham Terrace is 
panoramically sited along the steep bluffs of the Water of 
Leith, each unit commanding a vista of the lower city to the 
south and west. However, no attempts have been made at an 
axial alignment of parts, or with the lower complex of the 
New Town. In this respect, the entire group gives the 
distinct impression of the typical 19th century housing 
estate, with little or no spatial or aesthetic relationship 
to adjacent urban complexes. 
The isolated nature of the individual housing estate 
becomes even more apparent when we examine the St. Bernards 
Crescent-Buckingham Terrace group in its relationship to the 
development located to the west of Craig's New Town, seen in 
Figure 54. Although this same group retains a certain 
similarity to Craig's development in its frankly rectilinear 
pattern and strongly accentuated directional movements, there 
is hardly any tie-in with the later developments north of the 
Water of Leith. 
From the above discussion it can be seen that the nucleus 
of all 19th century expansion at Edinburgh was centered 
principally in three distinct complexes: the New Town, the 
West End, and the group north of the Water of Leith. While 
visual and spatial contact between each complex is obviously 
inadequate, independently they display all the characteristics 
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common to the future development of the town. The plastic 
modelling of urban space through the medium of circus and 
crescent now becomes the principal feature of Edinburgh's 
planning, while the rectilinear framework which formed the 
core of so much of this earlier planning was now abandoned, 
for with this new emphasis upon the culte de la colline all 
semblances to any deliberate geometry vanish. The whole 
basis of later expansion here lies in the development of the 
topography, for the landscape now independently shapes any 
spatial extension. 
This Romantic planning of the urban landscape 
triumphed in practically all of the later suburbs around 
Edinburgh, typical of which is the complex centered around 
the Queensferry Road extending west from the civic nucleus. 
(Figure 55). Like earlier estates in the city, the scheme 
is created from the series of undulating downs, once again 
illustrating the all-pervasive influence of the culte de la 
colline in Edinburgh's planning. At first glance the 
complex here appears to be devoid of all balance: compared 
to the New Town it is spatially amorphous. But upon close 
examination the layout brilliantly fulfills the promise of 
Playfair's New Town. In that scheme a premium was placed 
upon the explicit definition of volume at the expense of 
spatial extension, thus resulting in a series of more or 
less closed and firmly established spatial units; and, the 
frequent utilization of the circus in place of the crescent 
only served to enhance the impression of definite spatial 
limits. However, in the extension along the Queensferry 
Figure 55. Edinburgh. Queensferry Road Complex, Including 
Various Western Sections of the City. 1840's on. 
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Road, the void was exploited at the expense of volumetric 
definition, thus providing the layout with an openess and a 
series of free vistas unheard of in the New Town. Of course, 
the virtual elimination of the straight line and with it the 
gridiron sy'stem was ·instrumental in providing this comparative 
freedom in town design. Now the old Renaissance and Baroque 
laws regulating the limits and forms of space and volume are 
abandoned, to be replaced by an almost medieval fluidity of 
outline and spatial indefiniteness, of a total spatial 
extension and the triumph of the free space-form, with the 
concomitant moulding of space as a free-flowing continuum. 
Such a layout as the Queensferry Road extension 
logically brings to its final solution the free spatial 
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forms incubated a century earlier at Bath by the two Woods. 
But with the ultimate resolution of such forms their 
original structure in due course tended to disappear. For 
instance, the circus is conspicuously absent here, while the 
semi-elliptical nature of the crescent has now evolved into 
long, serpentine terraces, or undulating concave-convex 
elements with unequal parts. Thus, the circus and crescent 
no longer appear in their original form, yet the aims and 
very reason for being remained the same. In both, the circus 
and crescent had striven for, and successfully attained, the 
role of nuclei in urban organization and spatial configuration. 
From these examples, entire housing estates were transformed 
into freely-formed masses and still further Raurnformen, 
each equipped with a Picturesque assemblage of buildings and 
Romantic settings. But the movement of circus and crescent 
in the creation of an entirely new trend in English town 
planning did not end here at Edinburgh. In a more modern 
context, the final solution is only met with in the Garden 
City, a sometimes inappropriate and misused term used to 
describe practically all modern British urban planning. 
Historically, the Garden City movement in Britain was born 
with the publication of Ebenezer Howard's To-morrow in 
1898.1 Now the nucleus of Howard's ideal city (Figure 56) 
of 30,000 population was the circus, only here amplified 
into a grandiose concentric version which utilizes the 
crescent and various other traditional forms. This in 
Figure 56. Detail of Garden City. From Ebenezer Howard's 
To-morrow, London, 1898. 
itself is certainly nothing new, but what is so striking 
about the whole scheme is the fact that it represents not 
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lcf. also, Garden Cities of To-morrow, 2nd ed. London, 
1902; s. Lang, The Ideal City From Plato to Howard, 
Architectural Review, CXII, August, 1952. 
a housing estate, but an entire town; and, while there is 
a certain formalism and geometry of outline in Howard's 
plan, it nevertheless retains a spatial configuration 
reminiscent of such well-known examples as Bath and 
Edinburgh, both of which utilize free spatial forms on a 
limited scale only. Entire towns were created prior to 
Howard's conception of the ideal city, such as Cheltenham, 
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Torquay, and Bournemouth, but these were, in every instance, 
urban centers limited by their principal roles as thermal or 
pleasure resorts or towns created solely for specific purposes. 
Howard's city, on the other hand, was shaped as the complete 
city, one containing not only eminently liveable quarters for 
its population, but a civic and industrial core, with each of 
the various zones integrated into the general scheme. Thus, 
the plan as a whole was decidedly an entirely new concept in 
urban design; and, while Howard himself was not entirely 
successful in carrying through the ideas embodied in To-morrow, 
the theme of the independent, self-sustaining garden city re-
moved from any attachments to the older urban centers was 
immediately picked up and utilized in town design, not only 
1 in Britain but upon the Continent. 
lAside from the important contributions made by Howard, 
there were early manifestations of the later garden city in 
such socialistic communities as Port Sunlight, near Liverpool 
(1887), built by the Lever Brothers; and, Bournville, near 
Birmingham (1889). In Germany, workers' colonies (Siedlungen) 
were set up by the Krupp dynasty near Essen, beginning with 
Westend in 1863. However, the closest counterpart to the 
English garden city was found at Vesinet, outside of Paris 
(1864), the work of a communal group. cr. Lavedan, op. cit. 
Epoque Contemporaine, p. 137 ff. 
The very first of these satellite garden cities to 
undergo development in Britain was Letchworth, located 
about 35 miles north of London along the York trunk high-
1 
way. The principal designers here, Raymond Unwin and 
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Barry Parker were, quite naturally, adherents of the theories 
propounded by Howard; and, many of Howard's concepts of the 
ideal city appear at Letchworth, although on a smaller and 
considerably modified scale. While Letchworth (Figure 57) 
embodies Howard's idea of the complete urban community, it 
nevertheless contains an academic core of traditional themes, 
and even manages to utilize a modified grid scheme. The 
free-flowing space-volume relationship found in Howard's 
scheme is somehow absent here, while the landscape itself-
the key to all Romantic planning, plays a dominant role in 
only a small section of the scheme, such as the area 
north of the east-west railway line. Unwin and Parker 
sought to exploit the natural contours, but mainly through 
the use of a rectilinear scheme. The nucleus itself is 
located south of the railroad; and, while the radio-centric 
scheme is still dominant, the frankly concentric nature of 
Howard's city has vanished. Still retained, however, is the 
obsolescent emphasis (borrowed from Howard) upon the 
monumental vista and the dynamic directional movement along 
a single axis, Circus and crescent play little or no role 
lLaid out in 1904. 
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in such a scheme within the civic nucleus, although the 
crescent assumes a certain importance in the evolution of 
the street pattern in the northern sections. 
The final step towards the realization of the complete 
garden city was taken in the laying out of Welwyn, located 
j 
Figure 57. Letchworth. Designed by Raymond Unwin and 
Barry Parker, 1904 Onward. 
20 miles north of London, 1 Laid out in 1920 by Louis de 
Scissons, vJelwyn is even further from the spirit of Howard's 
lThe vJelwyn Garden City Limited was formed, to a large 
extent, as a result of the insistence of Howard himself. 
While smaller in area than Letchworth, it was planned for a 
larger population and hence a greater density. 
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ideal community than Letchworth (Figure 58). The central 
theme is no longer radio-centric, but one closer to the 
spirit of Bath and Edinburgh. A basically rectilinear 
nucleus, which here serves as the civic center and shopping 
area, gives way to a sequence of undulating streets, 
gardens, and open farm lands. As at Letchworth, every 
function of the city is considered in the overall plan, with 
the civic center in the western section as the core, the 
industrial zone confined to the eastern half, with the 
residential areas located further out along the perimeter; 
thus, a rigid zoning is effected here along the lines of 
Letchworth. Again reminiscent of Letchworth, the London-
York railway line bisects the city, only now the planner 
has laid out the rectilinear civic center parallel to the 
railroad, and not at oblique angles as at Letchworth. Even 
so sophisticated a plan as Walwyn, however, still retains 
the Baroque element of the monumental perspective and the 
directed axis, for the civic center consists of a classi-
cistic allee linked by a rhythmical sequence of circuses 
(here actually only rend-points), squares, and open shopping 
terraces, while the whole ensemble is brought to a monument-
al climax in a large hemispherical shopping center. Such 
classicistic channeling of vistas was, of course, alien to 
Romantic planning. However, the traditional geometry of the 
civic center fades almost imperceptibly into the undulating 
masses of the northern half of the city, the main residential 
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Figure 58. Walwyn Garden City. Louis de Scissons. 1920. 
quarter. It is only here that Welwyn carries on the 
earlier tradition of the Romantic housing estate, for the 
1 landscape once again dominates all spatial articulation. 
(297) 
As at the Queensferry Road complex at Edinburgh, the 
spatially restricted circus has been eliminated as a 
nrincipal configuration, only to be replaced by the more 
adaptable crescent in all its variations. Not only does 
Helwyn-like the afore-mentioned group at Edinburgh-depart 
from the original form of the crescent, but virtually 
eliminates the form from architectonic design, for now the 
street and contour form the general outline of the community, 
not the individual mass. In practically all cases from the 
Bath archetypes onward, spatial penetration was created by 
the formation of the base-solid, that is, by the individual 
mass. As the individual mass or base-solid here at Welwyn 
is no longer semi-elliptical in form, b]lt merely an undu-
lating departure from the crescent, and is in fact only a 
detached or semi-detached house, spatial penetration takes 
on a whole new aspect. With the street following the curvature 
of the landscape, a multiplicity of perspectives is set up, 
created now both by the individual mass and the overall 
dominance of the undulating road. Thus, from the original 
lThis residential zone here at Welwyn is more reminis-
cent of the 19th century Vesinet than either Letchworth or 
Howard's ideal city in its emphasis on the curvilinear. Of 
course, Vesinet was an isolated example in France, while 
Walwyn could draw freely from the inspiration of a host of 
freely-formed Romantic complexes in 19th century Britain. 
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concept of the Royal Crescent at Bath where articulation of 
the void and the formation of free space-forms was confined 
exclusively to the individual structure, we have progressed 
to a point in city design where the individual mass is no 
longer important, where volume as such plays little part in 
urban articulation. The dominant theme is now the articula~· 
tion.of free space relating to the relatively small mass 
occupied by the detached house, which is eminently modern 
in conception and is, in fact, the principal concept 
behind the present-day English garden city and so many 
individual developments and cities throughout the world. 
This was particularly noticeable in hitherto undeveloped 
1 
areas, in new cities, and in America. 
lcurvilinear planning followed a diverse course in 
America, but the most prominent examples of Romantic design 
based upon the English garden city are Prince Rupert in 
Canada, which was laid out as a complete town and eastern 
terminus of the Canadian Central Railway; Radburn, New 
Jersey, a complete town utilizing the detached house; 
Greenbelt, Maryland, which only appeared during the 1930's. 
While Greenbelt is merely a housing estate and not a complete 
community, it remains an advance form of English-inspired 
planning, with twin parallel crescents dominating the layout. 
VII The Significance of the Circus and Crescent in 
British Town Planning 
In sharp contrast to Continental planning from the 
17th through 19th centuries, an upper class, stratified 
Baroque form which explicitly stressed monumental per-
spectives and axial relationships of parts, late-18th and 
19th century English towns concentrated on the creation of 
housing estates and livable quarters for large masses of 
people, While such an environment was admittedly formed 
for an aristocratic group at first, it soon evolved into 
a series of middle-class estates; and, its transition 
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towards a lower-income project was merely a matter of ex-
pansion, Historically, one could say that the mid-Georgian 
period corresponded to the aristocratic phase of British 
town planning; the Regency age, a middle-class interlude; 
and, the early-Victorian period culminates with the intro-
duction of wide-spread housing estates for the working classes, 
Now the most significant aspect to the character of the 
English town during each of these periods was the gradual yet 
inexorable evolution of the Romantic layout, from the early 
phase of the allusive, associational garden and terrace of 
the 18th century Sharawaggi style, through the Picturesque 
massing of house and garden during the Regency, to its 
culmination in the complete realization of the Romantic 
town at Bournemouth, Torquay, and Edinburgh, While this 
evolution of the Romantic layout was not without its set-
backs, due perhaps to the continued preference in many 
levels for the order and harmony of the grid and radio-
centric systems, the comparative lack of order and un-
limited freedom common to the curvilinear plan because in 
time the dominant theme in British planning. 
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While there is no doubt that curvilinear planning (at 
least in Britain) owes its beginnings to the rise of the in-
formal landscape garden, the forms evolved at Bath by the 
Woods, the circus and crescent, applied this same informality 
in the evolution of the townscape with eminent success. 
Before the appearance of the Circus and the Royal Crescent, 
the English informal garden-cum-estate was typified by the 
romantic disorder of The Leasowes and Chiswick, or the 
studied landscapes of Brown's Palladian piles. It was, in 
every case, confined to the individual house or villa, 
irrespective of size and form. On the other hand, the circus 
and crescent, freely utilizing the various mannerisms of the 
informal garden, provided the elements needed to create a 
town or housing estate along these same lines. Prior to 
the appearance of these forms at Bath, English cities were 
mainly characterized by a medieval nucleus, or the more 
familiar grid system of Continental cities. In no case, 
however, were the peculiarities of the informal landscape 
garden apparent in such city layouts. 
It is commonly assumed that only during the Regency era 
was the landscape consciously introduced into urban design, 
and vice versa. While there is no doubt that this period 
did witness the expansion of both older cities, and the 
creation of new towns on a scale unprecedented in Britain, 
the rus in urbe movement had in fact begun long before the 
Regency epoch; and, from more than any single source, it 
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was the example of the first circus and crescent which 
formed the directional impulses of later urban design. Even 
before the Regency, entire towns had evolved, such as Bath 
and Clifton, which displayed all the better features of the 
early romantic landscape garden. Even prior to the 
completion of the Royal Crescent at Bath, London had begun 
to assume many of the later aspects of Romantic planning 
with its flexible handling of an endless repetition of 
circuses and crescents, while hilly Clifton was essentially 
completed along the lines of the Bath model before 1830. 
However, it was only during the 19th century that the 
Bath archetypes began to impress themselves in earnest upon 
British town planning, for the 18th century examples of Bath 
and Clifton are, after all, isolated phenomena. The coalescence 
of the panoramic features common to the ancient Greek 
theatre and the easy freedom associated with the informal 
landscape garden became not only a reality during the 19th 
century, but the normal pattern of English urban layouts, 
a hybrid style of town design owing its entire form to the 
Bath archetype. During the 18th century, community design 
was characterized by a maximum effort in the direction of 
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definite spatial limits, a desire to create spatial forms 
marked by firmly closed boundaries; as it were, space-forms 
dominated by the presence of volumetric masses. While this 
was in essence a Renaissance system, it was also consider-
ably modified by the introduction of Baroque vistas and a 
dynamic spatial acceleration. From the inspiration of the 
Bath models, however, a strong reaction set in during the 
19th century; and, with the possible exception of the 
numerous industrial cities of the Midlands (which continued 
the gridiron plan up to the end of the century), the later 
English town took on a decidedly Romantic aspect. Not only 
did the informal landscape invade the urban scene in force, 
but spatial accents changed accordingly. A pattern of free-
flowing voids and asymmetrical relationship of volumetric 
masses evolved from the Renaissance-Baroque system, with the 
primary emphasis upon an unlimited penetration of exterior 
space coupled with expanding perspectives. In place of the 
completely closed or open space-forms, the urban landscape 
now became a pattern of repetitive quasi-open spatial units, 
with one side of the form opened up. The ideal in such a 
system was, of course, a hilly, undulating site, one where 
the planner could take full advantage of the natural 
elevation (for the exploitation of perspectives), and of 
the undulating contours (for the exploitation of the space-
form). Most important, this new system retained a wonderful 
feeling for the designation of spatial units in accordance 
with the topography, with space-volume relationships 
following the contours. Thus, from the exemplar of Bath, 
both the circus and crescent formed the very nucleus of an 
entirely new concept in urban design, the curvilinear or 
Romantic town. 
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Although the 19th century British curvilinear planning 
can best be examined in the newer towns, particularly the 
many inland and seashore resorts, it had a far-reaching 
effect on the later development of London, while it reached 
its very zenith in the medieval city of Edinburgh. But 
from the acme of its development here, the Romantic layout 
1 
could go no further. As we have already seen, the circus 
and crescent (particularly the latter) were no longer 
recognizable as a result of the efforts on the part of 
designers to turn them into various undulating forms, fitting 
each segment to the topography. However, that the form of 
the crescent was in time transformed into something more 
flexible was only natural, and certainly long overdue, for 
by the 1850's the planimetric sequence of semi-ellipses 
and semi-circles had reached a dead end. That the Romantic 
layout of many English towns needed revitalization by mid-
century is obvious when we notice the unchanged pattern, a 
scheme virtually the same as a century earlier. 
While there can be no doubt of the overpowering 
influence exercised by the circus and crescent in the 
1cf. p. 275 rr. 
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transformation of British urban centers during much of the 
19th century, it is something else again to relate these two 
forms to more modern concepts of city planning. During the 
late-19th century there was a noticeable reaction throughout 
Europe against the classical tradition in urban design. In 
1 Germany, it was heralded by the writings of Camillo Sitte, 
whose stern injunctions against these classicistic heritages, 
coupled with a desire to return to the comparative spatial 
indefiniteness and fluid outlines of the medieval city, bore 
fruit soon after the turn of the new century. In France, 
2 
the early appearance of Vesinet, a complete town albeit 
not a self-sustaining one, and planned along curvilinear 
lines, marked a sharp and decisive break with the enervating 
tradition of monumental Baroque forms typified by Haussmann's 
Paris. The general trend throughout the Continent was towards 
a more flexible and spacious concept in urban design; and, 
while the informal English landscape garden certainly 
exercised a powerful influence upon its early phases, it is 
more doubtful in the case of the circus and crescent.3 But 
lDer Stadtbau. Vienna, 1889. 
2cf. p. 291 
3However, circus and crescent form the nucleus of Edwin 
Lutyen's layout of New Delhi (1912), and Canberra (1911), 
although the overall conception is in the grand manner. Le 
Corbusier's plan for a new city outside of Algiers consisted 
of a rhythmical sequence of well-sited crescents overlooking 
the sea. 
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in Britain itself the evidence is overwhelmingly in favor of 
both forms. We have already referred to the ideal city of 
Ebenezar Howard, a city consisting entirely of an idealized 
1 
version of the circus. Howard's concept was, of course, 
the embryonic English garden city, the very first planned 
Romantic town which was at the time completely self-sustain-
ing. This very completeness in urban design, with its rigid 
zoning and sectional stratification, was the basic difference 
between the garden city of the 20th century and the Romantic 
housing estate of the 19th century, for it must be remembered 
that Bath and Edinburgh, and even Bournemouth and Torquay, 
1..rere essentially large scale housing developments, and not 
self-sustaining communities. 
With the circus serving as the framework of Howard's 
pioneer work in this movement, the garden cities which 
followed (Letchworth and '-'elwyn) only naturally imitated 
2 
the prototype. While this is true only on a limited 
scale in the case of Letchworth G. c., Walwyn was faithful 
to its source, for here the basic layout consisted of a 
flexible sequence of undulating crescents created in con-
junction with the topographical contours, while the recti-
linear nucleus is effectively framed by circuses. But 
1cf. p. 285' ff. 
2Even the International Style, with all its ramifica-
tions, failed to appreciably alter the picture of the 
garden city in Britain prior to World "Jar II. 
regardless of the various directions these towns may have 
taken during the first quarter of the 20th century, they 
remained basically faithful to the tradition of the circus 
and crescent, and to the still-earlier conception of the 
1 informal landscape. 
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After Letchworth and Walwyn, few garden cities of note 
2 
were built in Britain; and, even before the termination of 
hostilities in 1945, the very name had been replaced in 
3 
official circles. However, the concept of the garden city 
remained essentially the same, as evidenced by the appearance 
of the first of the New Towns in 1946.4 The fifteen-odd 
New Towns created during the period 1945-61 are all located 
along a perimeter r~~ging from 25 to 40 miles from the 
center of London. With few exceptions, they are situated 
upon prominent sites commanding panoramic vistas of the land-
scape; and, like the earlier garden cities, they are 
completely self-sustaining. More important, the vast 
majority of the London New Towns adhere to the Romantic lay-
outs typified by Welwyn G. c. Their architectural merits 
1cf. p. 287 ff. 
2Hampstead Garden Suburb (layed out by Raymond Unwin 
in 1907) lacks all curvilinear aspects, while Becontree-
Dagenham (1920 onward), although conspicuous for the presence 
of both circus and crescent, fails to integrate the vast 
landscape with its civic nucleus. 
3called New Towns. 
4stevenage, located near Walwyn in Hereforshire. Cf. 
A. c. Duff, Britain's New Towns. London, 1961. 
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may well be found wanting, for they fall short of the lofty 
standards of the 19th century Romantic estates, and even the 
pseudo-classicism of Lutyens structures, but they are created 
with the idea of a low density and a maximum of open land-
scape. While one should not over-stress the value of 
curvilinear concepts in the New Towns, for in the main they 
tend to depart from the original conception of the theme, 
the circus and crescent form an integral part of each layout, 
thus carrying on a tradition in town planning which began 
two centuries earlier. 
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Abstract 
This thesis is an attempt to define the role of the 
circus and crescent relative to their influence upon 
:Jritish town planning. In this study both of these forms 
have been examined in light of their spatial and aesthetic 
qualities, not only as isolated, self-sustaining structures, 
but as nuclei of a greater urban organization. The unique 
contribution made by these forms uron !3ritish town planning 
during the 18th and 19th centuries can l.>e seen in the 
appearance of the free space-form, a totally new concept 
in the articulation of exterior urban space. 
The dissertation does not pretend to be an exhaustive 
chronological history of the circus and crescent from their 
inception at oath during the 18th century. Instead, the 
author has examined certain examples of these forms which 
have been principally characterized by the exploitation 
of free space in the urban scene, and which have influenced 
the directional continuum in the formation of urban space. 
Prior to the ap:)earance of the circus and crescent 
at i:!ath, the normal pattern of .English urban development 
either coincided with and reflected contemporary trends 
in 18th century picturesque landscape design, where a 
distinct informality and looseness of design prevailed, 
or with the monumental classicism typical of many 
Continental layouts. \\'hile the two forms evolved at 
Hath by the l·ioods no doubt resulted from the heritage of 
both these trends in urban design, and particularly the 
former, the results marked a decisive departure from any 
previous or even contemporary approach to urban design. 
Upon their completion, both the circus and crescent were 
isolated nhenomena at dath, merely self-contained and 
limited spatial cubes. However, with the later development 
of a vast sequence of crescents in that town, the forms 
became in effect twin nuclei of further urban ex::>ansion, 
moulding the character of an entire community. The spatially 
amorphous quality of the picturesque landscape garden, and 
the formal and continuous perspectives common to more 
monumental systems was abandoned, to be replaced by a free 
space-form which utilized choice topographical locations 
and diverging perspectives for its various effects. The 
modern Romantic town was thus born. 
From the Bath archetypes, both circus and crescent 
were disseminated throughout Britain, appearing in such 
diverse localities as London, .Edinburgh, Clifton, drighton, 
and Cheltenham. In every case the aim was essentially the 
same: the creation of spatial nuclei centered around 
elevated landscapes and concentrating upon panoramic vistas. 
l'ihile the success of these forms in this attempt was somewhat 
uneven in the larger cities such as London, circus and 
crescent were eminently successful in the free articulation 
of so ace in many of the smaller to'c,·ns, including Min burgh 
and Newcastle. 
hhile the British Romantic town reached its virtual 
culmination in the rhythmical sequence of circuses and 
crescents carved out of the slopes of Edinburgh, the form 
continued almost unchanged throughout the balance of the 
19th century. However, out of the Romantic form of urban 
planning sprang the Garden City concepts of Ebenezar Howard, 
and the later examples embodied at Letchworth and c.elwyn 
early in the 20th century, along with the post-~orld ~ar II 
New To·,ms surrounding London. The vast majority of the 
smaller towns in .3ri tain which have been designed along 
garden city principles faithfully adhere to the structure 
of the circus and crescent, thus preserving in both spirit 
and form a tradition begun two centuries earlier. 
Glossary 
bella vista. As used here, the landscape background. As 
an organic element in the urban scene, the crescent 
utilizes the landscape background as an essential 
element of the aesthetic effect. To successfully 
realize the bella vista, elevated locations were, 
of course, required. The term derives from the 
panoramic sites of many Greek and Hellenistic 
theatres, and such ancient cities as Rhodes and 
Pergamum. 
classicistic urban layout. A form of planning which 
utilized the axis as the backbone of the spatial 
structure. Spatial form and spatial extention are 
clearly comprehensible, with the accents placed 
upon a formal or continuous perspective. The entire 
pattern in such a scheme is almost invariably 
directed or focused upon a climax or focal point. 
Classicistic layouts had their origin in 16th 
century Italian garden design, while culminating 
during the following century in such layouts as 
Versailles and Marly in France. Outstanding 18th 
century towns such as Nancy, Turin, Copenhagen, and 
Karlsruhe continued the tradition of monumental 
classicism in urban planning. 
informal urban layout. A system which negated the 
dominance of an axial relationshiP of parts, and 
of symmetrical continuity. A logical development 
of the 18th century English landscape garden, with 
an asymmetrical arrangement of parts, broken 
skylines, and various surface enrichments. The approach 
was almost entirely visual, with space-volume 
relationships concieved wholly in pictorial terms. 
The ideal informal layout contained a wonderful 
feeling for designing an open spatial unit in 
accordance with the character of the topography. 
Also known as Romantic planning, the informal layout 
was first concieved at estates such as Stowe and 
Chiswick, while it reached the very acme of its 
development at Bath and Edinburgh during the late-
18th and 19th century. 
soace. Space is defined here as a nominally empty, 
perceptible, three-dimensional negative form. It is 
established by the light-defined relationship of 
two-dimensional surfaces and three-dimensional 
objects. 
space-form. Basically, there are three classifications:(!), 
closed form, which is usually co he rent and geometrical 
in nature; (2), quasi-open or amorphous form, which is 
nomally irregular and ill-defined in its makeup; (3), 
open form, which is expansive, with the resultant 
dissipation of most of its snatial accents. 
free space-form. This spatial unit came into being with 
the development of the crescent in England. It is a 
form which is expressly defined on one side only by 
an object (the crescent), while its remaining 
boundaries are defined or suggested by topographical 
objects. The characteristic feature of the free space-
form is its elevation and dramatic location, enableing 
the spectator to realize an unimpeded panorama of the 
landscape and cityscape. In such a form, space is 
released yet contained, as opposed to the rigid 
containement of space in the closed form, or the 
unrestricted release of spatial accents in an open 
form. 
volume. As used here, volume is explicitly defined by 
enclosed surfaces or objects. It should not be 
confused with space, which can either be defined or 
suggested. 
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